
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































BB SsierraBusiness Center
.D Environmental Impact Report 4.16 Recreation

Acacia Project: No Impact. The Acacia Project would install the planned Class Il bicycle facility along
its Sierra Avenue street frontage. No other on- or off-site recreation facilities or expansion of any
existing off-site recreational facilities. No impacts related to the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities would occur.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: No Impact. The Shea and Acacia Project would install the
planned Class Il bicycle facility along their Sierra Avenue street frontages. No other new on- or off-
site recreation facilities or expansion of any existing off-site recreational facilities are proposed by the
Shea and Acacia Projects. No impacts related to the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
would occur.

4.16.7 MITIGATION

There would be no impacts to recreation; thus, mitigation measures are not required.

Lead Agency: City of Fontana SCH No. 2022030544
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4.17 TRANSPORTATION

This Subsection assesses transportation impacts resulting from implementation of the Project. In accordance
with Senate Bill (SB) 743, further discussed under Subsection 4.17.2 below, the California Natural Resources
Agency (CNRA) adopted changes to the CEQA Guidelines in December 2018, which identify that starting on
July 1, 2020, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the appropriate metric to evaluate a project’s transportation
impacts. As of December 2018, when the revised CEQA Guidelines were adopted, automobile delay, as
measured by “level of service” (LOS) and other similar metrics, no longer constitutes a significant
environmental effect under CEQA. Lead agencies in California are required to use VMT to evaluate project-
related transportation impacts.

The VMT analysis for the Shea Project is provided in a report prepared by Urban Crossroads, titled “Sierra
Industrial (Shea) Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Screening Evaluation,” and dated November 2, 2021 (Urban
Crossroads, 2021a). The VMT analysis for the Acacia Project is provided within a report (“Traffic Study”)
prepared by Urban Crossroads, titled “North Fontana Industrial Complex (Acacia) (MCN No. 21-099, DRP
No. 21-039, TPM NO. 21-022, GPA No. 21-005 & ZCA No. 21-007) Traffic Study, City of Fontana,” and
dated April 28, 2022 (Urban Crossroads, 2022h). The VMT Analysis for the combined Shea and Acacia
Projects is provided in a report prepared by Urban Crossroads, titled “Sierra Industrial Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) Analysis,” and dated June 21, 2022 (Urban Crossroads, 2022i). These reports were prepared in
accordance with the City of Fontana’s Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) and Level of Service Assessment (October 2020). An additional report was prepared by Urban
Crossroads for the Shea Project, titled “Scoping Agreement for the Sierra Industrial Facility (Shea) Traffic
Assessment” and dated October 27, 2021 (Urban Crossroads, 2021b). These reports are provided as Technical
Appendices K1-K4 to this EIR. Last, a Sierra Avenue Caltrans Safety Evaluation was conducted by Urban
Crossroads dated June 21, 2021 (Urban Crossroads, 2022Kk).

4.17.1 EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SETTING

A. Existing Baseline Vehicle Miles Traveled

The San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) provides VMT data for each of its member
agencies and for the County of San Bernardino region via its San Bernardino Transportation Analysis Model
(SBTAM). The SBTAM identifies a baseline VMT per service population value, which calculates the number
of daily vehicles miles traveled by each member of the “service population,” which includes area employees
and residents. The baseline VMT for San Bernardino County is 17.1 VMT per employee (Urban Crossroads,
2022i, p. 5).

B. Existing Roadway System

The Shea and Acacia Project Sites are located east of Sierra Avenue. The Fontana General Plan classifies
Sierra Avenue as a Major Highway. Major Highways typically have up to 6 lanes, although it may be increased
to 8 lanes when it crosses a freeway, and typically have raised medians or two-way left turn lanes (Fontana,
2018a, Exhibit 9.2). Under existing conditions, there is one private driveway connection from the Shea Project
Site to Sierra Avenue from the one single-family residence located in the southwest corner of the Project Site.
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There are no driveway connections from the Acacia Project Site to Sierra Avenue because the Acacia Project
Site is undeveloped.

The Acacia Site is located south of Duncan Canyon Road. The Fontana General Plan classifies the segment of
Duncan Canyon Road north of the Acacia Project Site as a Collector Street. Collector Streets are roadways
that can accommodate two or four lanes of traffic and are typically used to take traffic from neighborhoods to
Primary and Secondary Roads (Fontana, 2018a, Exhibit 9.2). Under existing conditions, there are no driveway
connections from the Acacia Project Site to Duncan Canyon Road the Acacia Project Site is not developed.

The primary regional travel route serving the Shea and Acacia Project areas is 1-15, which is located
approximately 1.3 miles north, and the 1-210 Freeway which is located approximately 1.7 miles south, of the
Shea and Acacia Project Sites. (Google Earth, 2022)

C. Existing Truck Routes

The Fontana General Plan designates Sierra Avenue, which abuts both the Shea and Acacia Project Sites to
the west, as a “truck route.” (Fontana, 2018a, Exhibit 9.7)

D. Existing Transit Services

Public transit service in the region is provided by Omnitrans, a public transit agency that serves various
jurisdictions within San Bernardino County. There is an existing bus route, Omnitrans Route 82, that runs
along Sierra Avenue, south of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites. The closest bus stop along this route on
Sierra Avenue is located approximately 1.5 miles south of the Shea Project Site at the intersection of Sierra
Avenue and Sierra Lakes Parkway. There are currently no transit routes that provide service along the segment
of Sierra Avenue that fronts the Shea and Acacia Project Sites (Fontana, 2018a, Exhibit 9.3).

E. Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

There are no existing bicycle facilities that abut the Shea and Acacia Project Sites. However, Sierra Avenue
has planned Class 11 bike lanes on both sides of the street and the Southern California Edison easement located
to the east, and outside of, the Shea and Acacia Project Sites, is the location of a planned Class I bike facility
(Fontana, 2018a, Exhibit 9.6). There are no sidewalks currently on Sierra Avenue abutting the Shea and Acacia
Project Sites, although a sidewalk segment is under construction on the west side of the street in conjunction
with adjacent de3velopment. An existing sidewalk is located on a portion of the north side of Duncan Canyon
Road north of the Acacia Project Site. The sidewalk extends approximately 185 feet from Condor Avenue
along Duncan Canyon Road (Google Earth, 2022).

4.17.2 REGULATORY SETTING
A. State Plans, Policies, and Requlations
1. Senate Bill 743

SB 743, which was codified in Public Resources Code Section 21099, required changes to the CEQA
Guidelines regarding the analysis of transportation impacts. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099,
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the criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts must “promote the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land
uses.” To that end, in developing the criteria, the OPR proposed, and the CNRA certified and adopted changes
to the CEQA Guidelines in December 2018, which entailed changes to the thresholds of significance for the
evaluation of impacts to transportation. The updated CEQA Guidelines include the addition of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3, of which Subdivision b establishes criteria for evaluating a project’s transportation
impacts based on project type and using automobile VMT as the metric.

B. Local Plans, Policies, and Regulations

1. SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

On September 3, 2020, SCAG’s Regional Council approved and adopted the 2020-2045 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (“Connect SoCal”). Connect SoCal is the applicable
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) for the Project. The goals of
Connect SoCal are to: 1) Encourage regional economic prosperity and global competitiveness; 2) Improve
mobility, accessibility, reliability, and travel safety for people and goods; 3) Enhance the preservation, security,
and resilience of the regional transportation system; 4) Increase person and goods movement and travel choices
within the transportation system; 5) Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve air quality; 6) Support
healthy and equitable communities; 7) Adapt to a changing climate and support an integrated regional
development pattern and transportation network; 8) Leverage new transportation technologies and data-driven
solutions that result in more efficient travel; 9) Encourage development of diverse housing types in areas that
are supported by multiple transportation options; 10) Promote conservation of natural and agricultural lands
and restoration of habitats. Performance measures and funding strategies also are included to ensure that the
adopted goals are achieved through implementation of the RTP.

2. SCAQMD Rule 2202

Intended to reduce air pollutant emissions from vehicle tailpipes, South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) Rule 2202 reduces overall VMT by encouraging employees to reduce trip lengths and use modes
of transportation to and from work other than single occupancy vehicles. SCAQMD Rule 2202 “On-Road
Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options” provides employers with a menu of options to reduce mobile source
emissions generated from employee commutes, to comply with federal and state Clean Air Act requirements,
Health & Safety Code Section 40458, and Section 182(d)(1)(B) of the federal Clean Air Act. With certain
exception, Rule 2022 applies to any employer that employs 250 or more employees on a full or part-time basis
at a worksite for a consecutive six-month period calculated as a monthly average. Among other items,
employers must designate an employee to serve as an Employee Transportation Coordinator for each worksite
with 250 or more employees and implement measures on good faith to achieve an average vehicle ridership
(AVR) target.

3. San Bernardino County Congestion Management Program

The San Bernardino County Congestion Management Program (CMP) was prepared by the San Bernardino
Associated Governments (since re-named as the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority, SBCTA).
The intent of the CMP is to create a link between land use, transportation, and air quality planning decisions
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and to prompt reasonable growth management programs that would more effectively utilize new and existing
transportation funds to alleviate traffic congestion and related impacts and improve air quality. The San
Bernardino CMP was first adopted in November 1992 and has since been updated 12 times, with the most
recent comprehensive update in June 2016. None of the roadways in the immediate vicinity of the Shea and
Acacia Project Sites are part of the San Bernardino CMP arterial roadway network.

4. Fontana General Plan Community Mobility and Circulation Element

The City’s General Plan contains a Community Mobility and Circulation Element that is intended to guide the
development of the City’s circulation system in a manner that is compatible with the General Plan’s land use
vision. The Mobility and Circulation Element provides policy direction to create a system of “complete
streets,” which refers to a multi-modal transportation network designed and operated to meet the needs of all
users. Through the goals and policies of this Chapter, the City will strive to meet diverse mobility needs and
reduce vehicle miles traveled, which will reduce air pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, and roadway
congestion. The Mobility and Circulation Element goals and policies applicable to the Project are addressed
later in this Subsection (see analysis under Threshold *“a”).

5. Fontana Active Transportation Plan

The Fontana Active Transportation Plan was created by the City as a tool for implementing infrastructure
improvements that will provide for the development of a comprehensive pedestrian and bicycling network that
provides safe and comfortable access to local parks, schools, workplaces, shopping, and dining, as well as to
destinations in other San Bernardino County communities. The goals and policies of the Fontana Active
Transportation Plan that are applicable to the Project are addressed later in this Subsection (see analysis under
Threshold “a”).

6. San Bernardino County Measure “I”

Measure “I,” a one-half of one percent sales tax on retail transactions, was approved by San Bernardino County
voters in 1989 and extended by County voters in 2004 to remain effective through the year 2040. While
Measure “I” is a self-executing sales tax, it bears discussion here because the funds raised through Measure
“I” have funded in the past and will continue to fund new transportation facilities in San Bernardino County,
including within the City. The revenue generated by Measure “I” is to be used to fund transportation projects
including, but not limited to, roadway improvements, commuter rail, public transit, and other identified
improvements. Measure “I”” also required that a local traffic impact fee be created to ensure that development
projects are paying a fair share for transportation projects from which they would benefit (see discussion of
“Fontana Development Impact Fee Program,” below). Revenues collected through local traffic impact fee
programs are used in tandem with regional Measure “I”” revenues to fund projects identified in the SANBAG
Development Mitigation Nexus Study, which is included as Appendix G to the San Bernardino County CMP.

7. City of Fontana Development Impact Fee (DIF) Program

The City of Fontana created its Development Impact Fee (DIF) program to impose and collect fees from new
residential, commercial, and industrial development for the purpose of funding local improvements necessary
to accommodate expected local growth, as identified in the City’s General Plan. The collected fees are used
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to fund Measure “I”” regional facilities as well as local (i.e., City) facilities. The identification and nomination
of specific roadway and intersection improvement projects and the disbursement of the DIF to fund capital
improvement programs is overseen by the City’s Engineering Department.

4.17.3 VMT EVALUATION CRITERIA AND METHODOLOGY

The Project’s VMT analysis was prepared in accordance with the City of Fontana’s Traffic Impact Analysis
(T1A) Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Level of Service Assessment (October 21, 2020). Refer
to Technical Appendices K1 and K4 for a detailed description of the methodology used for the Shea and Acacia
Projects in the VMT analysis.

A. Shea Project

The Shea Project when considered alone meets Screening Criteria No. 4 with project net daily trips of less than
500 ADT, and is expected to result in a less than significant impact for VMT. (Urban Crossroads, 2021a, p. 3)

B. Acacia Project

The Acacia Project’s VMT analysis relies on the SBTAM to extract baseline and cumulative VMT values with
and without the Acacia Project. The model runs with the Acacia Project account for the Acacia Project’s land
use and service population (i.e., number of employees). Project-generated VMT includes all vehicle trips that
are traced to the Acacia Project’s TAZ, this includes internal to internal, internal to external, and external to
internal trips, and is generated as a total VMT value. The Acacia Project’s VMT is converted to an efficiency
metric by dividing the VMT by the Acacia Project’s service population (i.e., employees) to allow a comparison
with the baseline and cumulative VMT generated by the SBTAM.

As noted in the City’s VMT guidelines, a development project would result in a significant VMT impact if
either of the following conditions is met: 1) Baseline project-generated VMT per service population is not at
least 15 percent below the baseline County of San Bernardino VMT; or 2) Cumulative project-generated VMT
per service population is not at least 15 percent below the baseline County of San Bernardino VMT. The
baseline VMT for San Bernardino County is 17.1 VMT per employee; therefore, for analysis purposes, the
City’s VMT significance threshold is set at 14.54 VMT per employee. (Urban Crossroads, 2022h, p. 66)

C. Combined Shea and Acacia Projects

The combined Shea and Acacia Projects’ VMT analysis relies on the SBTAM to extract baseline and
cumulative VMT values with and without the combined Shea and Acacia Projects. The model runs with the
combined Shea and Acacia Projects account for the combined Shea and Acacia Project’s land use and service
population (i.e., number of employees). Project-generated VMT includes all vehicle trips that are traced to the
combined Shea and Acacia Project’s TAZ, this includes internal to internal, internal to external, and external
to internal trips, and is generated as a total VMT value. The combined Shea and Acacia Projects’ VMT is
converted to an efficiency metric by dividing the VMT by the combined Shea and Acacia Projects’ service
population (i.e., employees) to allow a comparison with the baseline and cumulative VMT generated by the
SBTAM.
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As noted in the City’s VMT guidelines, a development project would result in a significant VMT impact if
either of the following conditions is met: 1) Baseline project-generated VMT per service population is not at
least 15 percent below the baseline County of San Bernardino VMT; or 2) Cumulative project-generated VMT
per service population is not at least 15 percent below the baseline County of San Bernardino VMT. The
baseline VMT for San Bernardino County is 17.1 VMT per employee; therefore, for analysis purposes, the
City’s VMT significance threshold is set at 14.54 VMT per employee. (Urban Crossroads, 2022i, p. 5)

4.17.4 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

According to Section XVI of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Project would result in a
significant impact to transportation and traffic if the Project or any Project-related component would (OPR,
2019)

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities;

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b);

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);

d. Result in inadequate emergency access.

4.17.5 IMPACT ANALYSIS

Threshold a: Would the Project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

This response provides an analysis of a project’s potential to conflict with plans, programs, ordinances, or
policies that address the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. A
project that generally conforms with, and does not obstruct, applicable development plans, programs,
ordinances, and policies is considered to be consistent. The transportation plans, policies, programs,
ordinances, and standards that are relevant to the Shea and Acacia Projects are identified in the analysis below.
The Shea Project would generate 378 daily vehicular trips (324 passenger vehicles and 54 trucks) and the
Acacia Project would generate 704 daily vehicular trips (572 passenger vehicles and 132 trucks) as shown in
Technical Appendices K2 and K3, respectively.

SCAG Connect SoCal

The fundamental goals of SCAG’s Connect SoCal are to make the SCAG region a better place to live, work,
and play for all residents regardless of race, ethnicity, or income class. As indicated below, implementation of
the Shea and Acacia Projects would not conflict with the goals and policies of SCAG’s regional planning
program that are applicable to the Shea and Acacia Projects and related to vehicular and non-vehicular
circulation. As such, Shea and Acacia Project impacts would be less than significant.

Lead Agency: City of Fontana SCH No. 2022030544
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Goal 2: Improve mobility, accessibility, reliability, and travel safety for people and goods.

No component of the Shea or Acacia Project would alter, modify, or obstruct local transportation facilities in
a manner that would adversely affect the mobility, accessibility, or reliability of the local transportation
network. As discussed later in this subsection under the response to Threshold “c,” neither the Shea or Acacia
Project would result in a substantial safety hazard to motorists. Additionally, the proposed Shea and Acacia
buildings — as commerce center buildings in close proximity to State highway facilities — would facilitate the
mobility and reliability of the movement of goods throughout the region. The Shea and Acacia Projects would
not conflict with this goal from Connect SoCal.

Goal 3: Enhance the preservation, security, and resilience of the regional transportation system.

The Shea and Acacia Projects would not conflict with the City’s transportation network or the City’s
coordination with other agencies. The Shea and Acacia Projects would contribute to and would be consistent
with planned land use, upon approval of GPAs, and growth assumptions in the City of Fontana, as anticipated
by the General Plan. The Shea and Acacia Project Applicants would pay applicable development impact fees
that would fund additional local traffic improvements and maintenance of roadway infrastructure in the Shea
and Acacia Project area. The Shea and Acacia Projects would not conflict with this goal from Connect SoCal.

Goal 4: Increase person and goods movement and travel choices within the transportation system.

The Shea and Acacia Projects involve the proposed development of commerce center buildings within a
developing area on properties that abut a City-designated truck route in proximity to the State highway system,
which would facilitate goods movement locally and within the region. The Shea and Acacia Projects would
construct new sidewalks along Sierra Avenue and accommodate a Class Il bike lane as part of the Sierra
Avenue road widening along the Projects’ Sierra Avenue frontage. Also, the Projects would provide on-site
bicycle parking facilities (bike racks). No component of either the Shea or Acacia Project would obstruct or
prevent the use of Sierra Avenue as a proposed Class Il bicycle facility or the Southern California Edison right-
of-way to the east of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites as a proposed Class I bicycle facility. Accordingly, the
Shea and Acacia Projects would ensure that multiple travel choices are available for future employees. Neither
the Shea nor Acacia Project would conflict with this goal from Connect SoCal.

Fontana General Plan

The following provides an analysis of the Shea and Acacia Projects’ consistency with applicable goals and
policies of the Fontana General Plan that focus on connecting neighborhoods and city destinations by
expanding transportation choices within the City of Fontana. Many of the goals and policies applicable to the
Shea and Acacia Projects are found in the Community Mobility and Circulation Element; however, several
applicable goals and policies also are found in the Land Use, Zoning, and Urban Design Element. As indicated
in the analysis below and on the following pages, neither the Shea nor Acacia Project would conflict with any
applicable General Plan policies addressing the circulation system. As such, Shea and Acacia Project impacts
would be less than significant.
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Community Mobility and Circulation Element

Goal 1: The City of Fontana has a comprehensive and balanced transportation system with safety and
multimodal accessibility the top priority of citywide transportation planning, as well as accommodating
freight movement.

Policy: Provide roadways that serve the needs of Fontana residents and commerce, and that facilitate safe
and convenient access to transit, bicycle facilities, and walkways.

Neither the Shea nor Acacia Project would adversely alter the vehicular travel way for Sierra Avenue or
Duncan Canyon Road and, thus, would not hinder either roadway’s ability to serve adjacent land uses. The
Shea Project provides for improvements to Sierra Avenue abutting the Shea Project Site and the Acacia Project
provides for improvements to Sierra Avenue and Duncan Canyon Road abutting the Acacia Project Site that
would include new driveways, sidewalks, landscaping/irrigation, and fire hydrants. In addition, the both the
Shea and Acacia proposed site plans provide bicycle parking facilities (bike racks) for Project employees. As
discussed in detail in the response to Threshold “c,” below, neither the Shea or Acacia Project would introduce
incompatible uses or design hazards that would result in safety hazards to cars, pedestrians, or bicyclists. Based
on the foregoing information, the Shea and Acacia Projects would not conflict with this General Plan policy.

Policy: Make land use decisions that support walking, bicycling, and public transit use, in alignment with the
2014-2040 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy.

As noted above under the consistency discussion for Connect SoCal, implementation of the Shea and Acacia
Projects would not conflict with the applicable transportation goals and policies of SCAG’s regional planning
program. Further, both the Shea and Acacia Projects would include bicycle parking facilities for employees
and would provide for the construction of new sidewalks where the Shea Project Site abuts Sierra Avenue and
where the Acacia Project Site abuts Sierra Avenue and Duncan Canyon Road, thereby preserving and
promoting local opportunities for walking and bicycling. Neither the Shea not Acacia Project would conflict
with this General Plan policy.

Goal 2: Fontana’s street network is safe and accessible to all users, especially the most vulnerable such as
children, youth, older adults and people with disabilities.

Policy: When constructing or modifying roadways, design the roadway space for use by all users when
feasible, including motor vehicles, buses, bicyclists, mobility devices, and pedestrians, as appropriate for the
context of the area.

The Shea and Acacia Projects would not result in any modifications to the vehicle travel way for Sierra Avenue
along the Shea and Acacia Project Sites’ frontages or along Duncan Canyon Road along the Acacia Project
Site frontage, ensuring that these roadways would remain accessible for motor vehicles and bicyclists. The
Shea and Acacia Projects would not introduce any significant hazards or obstacles within any public right of
right-of-way while providing for the construction of new sidewalks along the Shea Project Site’s frontage with
Sierra Avenue and the Acacia Project Site’s frontages with Sierra Avenue and Duncan Canyon Road, thereby
ensuring enhanced, safe local access for pedestrians after Project construction. Lastly, curb returns and ramps
provided at Shea Project driveways connecting to Sierra Avenue and at Acacia Project driveways connecting
to Sierra Avenue and Duncan Canyon Road would meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements
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to ensure that safe and accessible paths of travel are available for pedestrians that utilize mobility devices. The
Shea and Acacia Projects would not conflict with this General Plan policy.

Policy: Support designated truck routes that avoid negative impacts on residential and commercial areas while
accommodating the efficient movement of trucks on designated truck routes and arterial streets.

The Shea and Acacia Project Sites abut Sierra Avenue, which is a City of Fontana designated truck route. Shea
Project-related traffic would utilize Sierra Avenue to access I-15 or 1-210. Acacia Project-related traffic would
utilize Sierra Avenue to access I-15 or Duncan Canyon Road to Sierra Avenue to access I-15 or 1-210.
Accordingly, with the exception of some Acacia Project-related traffic using a portion of Duncan Canyon Road
to access Sierra Avenue, Shea and Acacia Project-related truck traffic is expected to primarily utilize City truck
routes between the Shea and Acacia Project Sites and the State highway system rather than utilizing streets
within local residential or commercial areas. The Shea and Acacia Projects would not conflict with this General
Plan policy.

Goal 3: Local transit within the City of Fontana is a viable choice for residents, easily accessible and serving
destinations throughout the city.

Policy: Maximize the accessibility, safety, convenience, and appeal of transit service and transit stops.

Omnitrans provides public transit service within the City of Fontana. Under existing conditions, Omnitrans
operates Route 82 along Sierra Avenue south of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites, but there are no stops
adjacent to the Shea or Acacia Project Sites. The closest bus stop along this route on Sierra Avenue is located
approximately 1.5 miles south of the Shea Project Site at the intersection of Sierra Avenue and Sierra Lakes
Parkway. There are currently no transit routes that provide service along Sierra Avenue adjacent to the Shea
and Acacia Project Sites. Accordingly, the Shea and Acacia Projects would not affect the accessibility or safety
of transit service. The Shea and Acacia Projects would not conflict with this General Plan policy.

Goal 6: The city has attractive and convenient parking facilities for both motorized and non-motorized
vehicles that fit the context.

Policy: Provide the right amount of motor vehicle and bicycle parking in commercial and employment centers
to support vibrant economic activity.

The Shea and Acacia Projects’ site plans provide motor vehicle parking, including designated parking spaces
and charging apparatus for electric vehicles, and bicycle parking that conforms to the applicable requirements
of the City’s Zoning and Development Code. The Shea and Acacia Projects would not conflict with this
General Plan policy.

Land Use, Zoning and Urban Design Element

Goal 2: Fontana development patterns support a high quality of life and economic prosperity.

Policy: Locate industrial uses where there is easy access to regional transportation routes.

Lead Agency: City of Fontana SCH No. 2022030544
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The Shea and Acacia Project Sites are located adjacent Sierra Avenue which is a City of Fontana designated
truck route. Sierra Avenue would provide access to/from the Shea and Acacia Project Sites from 1-15 and -
210. Via Sierra Avenue, the Shea and Acacia Project Sites are located at a driving distance of approximately
1.3 miles south of the Sierra Avenue on/off-ramp to I-15 and 1.7 miles north of the Sierra Avenue on/off ramp
to 1-210. The Shea and Acacia Projects would not conflict with this General Plan policy.

Fontana Active Transportation Plan

The following provides an analysis of the Shea and Acacia Projects’ consistency with applicable goals and
policies of the City of Fontana’s Active Transportation Plan. As indicated in the analysis below and on the
following pages, the Shea and Acacia Projects would not conflict with any applicable Active Transportation
Plan goals addressing the circulation system, but would conflict with Objective 1.A related to VMT. As such,
Shea and Acacia Project impact would be significant.

Goal 1 MOBILITY & ACCESS: Increase and improve pedestrian and bicyclist access to employment
centers, schools, transit, recreation facilities, other community destinations across the City of Fontana, and
facilities in neighboring cities for people of all ages and abilities.

Objective 1.A: Reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 4% by 2035.

The Shea and Acacia Projects would facilitate pedestrian and bicycle access along Sierra Avenue and Duncan
Canyon Road by installing frontage improvements along these roadways including a sidewalk and Class 11
bike lane along Sierra Avenue. Also, there is a planned Class | bike trail planned in the Southern California
Easement to the east of the Project Sites, which is not a part of the proposed Projects. Although non-vehicular
travel is encouraged in the area by the provision of sidewalks and bike lanes, the baseline VMT per employee
for the combined Shea and Acacia Projects would be higher than the City regional baseline VMT per employee.
The regional average VMT per for San Bernardino County is 17.1 VMT per employee; therefore, for analysis
purposes, the City’s VMT significance threshold is set at 14.54 VMT per employee. (Urban Crossroads, 2022i,
p.5). The combined Shea and Acacia Projects would generate 19.41 VMT per employee (approximately 33.49
percent above the existing baseline). Because the combined Shea and Acacia Projects would generate VMT
that is above the regional baseline, the combined Shea and Acacia Projects are considered to substantially
influence or increase VMT within the City. The combined Shea and Acacia Projects would conflict with this
objective. (Urban Crossroads, 2022i, p. 6)

Obijective 1.B: Reduce barriers to pedestrian and bicyclist travel.

The Shea Project would provide a new sidewalk along the Shea Project Site’s frontage with Sierra Avenue and
the Acacia Project would provide new sidewalks along the Acacia Project Site’s frontages with Sierra Avenue
and Duncan Canyon Road, thereby preserving and promoting local opportunities for walking. Also, a Class Il
bike lane would be accommodated in the Sierra Avenue right-of-way along the Projects’ frontages. The site
plans for both the Shea and Acacia Projects each provide on-site bicycle parking facilities (bike racks) for Shea
and Acacia Project employees, thereby promoting local opportunities for bicycling. Neither the Shea nor
Acacia Project would conflict with this objective from the Active Transportation Plan.
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GOAL 3 INFRASTRUCTURE & SUPPORT FACILITIES: Maintain and improve the quality, operation,
and integrity of the pedestrian and bicycle network infrastructure that allows for convenient and direct
connections throughout Fontana. Increase the number of high-quality support facilities to complement the
network, and create public pedestrian and bicycle environments that are attractive, functional, and
accessible to all people.

Objective 3.A: Incorporate pedestrian and bicycle facilities and amenities into private and public development
projects.

The Shea Project would provide a new sidewalk along the Shea Project Site’s frontage with Sierra Avenue and
the Acacia Project would provide new sidewalks along the Acacia Project Site’s frontages with Sierra Avenue
and Duncan Canyon Road, thereby preserving and promoting local opportunities for walking. Also, a Class Il
bike lane would be accommodated in the Sierra Avenue right-of-way along the Projects’ frontages. The site
plans for the Shea and Acacia Projects each provide on-site bicycle parking facilities for Shea and Acacia
Project employees, thereby promoting local opportunities for bicycling. Neither the Shea nor Acacia Projects
would conflict with this objective from the Active Transportation Plan.

Obijective 3.B: Provide and maintain walkways and bikeways that are clean, safe, and attractive in accordance
with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Public Right of Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG)
guidelines.

Neither the Shea or Acacia Project would result in any adverse modifications to the vehicle travel way for
Sierra Avenue or Duncan Canyon Road along the Shea and Acacia Project Site’s frontages, and construction
of the Projects would ensure that these roadways remain accessible for motor vehicles, pedestrians, and
bicyclists. Neither the Shea nor Acacia Project would introduce any hazards or obstacles within any public
right of right-of-way while providing for the construction of new sidewalks along the Shea Project Site’s
frontage with Sierra Avenue or the Acacia Project Site frontages with Sierra Avenue or Duncan Canyon Road,
thereby ensuring safe local access for pedestrians after Project construction. Lastly, ramps provided at Shea
Project driveways connecting to Sierra Avenue and Acacia Project driveway connecting to Sierra Avenue and
Duncan Canyon Roads would meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements to ensure that safe
and accessible paths of travel are available for pedestrians that utilize mobility devices. Neither the Shea nor
Acacia Project would conflict with this objective from the Active Transportation Plan.

Threshold b:  Would the Project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?

The City of Fontana’s VMT analysis guidelines, as established in their Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)
Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Level of Service Assessment, are consistent with the
requirements established by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 to evaluate a project’s transportation impacts
using automobile VMT as the metric. In accordance with the City’s VMT analysis guidelines, a development
project would result in a significant impact if it cannot achieve a minimum 15 percent reduction below the
regional average vehicle trip length based on its service population. The SBCTA provides VMT data for each
of its member agencies and for the County of San Bernardino region via its San Bernardino Transportation
Analysis Model (SBTAM). The SBTAM identifies a baseline VMT per service population value, which
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calculates the number of daily vehicles miles traveled by each member of the “service population,” which
includes area employees and residents. The baseline VMT for San Bernardino County is 17.1 VMT per
employee; therefore, for analysis purposes, the City’s VMT significance threshold is set at 14.54 VMT per
employee (17.1 VMT per employee x 0.85% = 14.54 VMT per employee (15% below 17.1). (Urban
Crossroads, 2022i, p. 5).

A. Shea Project

The City Guidelines provide screening thresholds that can be used to determine when a proposed project is
anticipated to result in a less than significant impact without conducting a more detailed project-level VMT
analysis. The San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) VMT Screening Tool, which uses
criteria consistent with the screening thresholds recommended in the City Guidelines, was used to conduct the
initial VMT screening. Four screening thresholds are used in the analysis: 1) Transit priority area screening;
2) Low VMT area screening; 3) Low project type screening; and 4) Project net daily trips less than 500 average
daily trips (ADT). (Urban Crossroads, 2022h, p. 63) The Shea Project was determined to meet the screening
criteria of project net daily trips less than 500 ADT and is therefore expected to result in a less than significant
impact for VMT (Urban Crossroads, 2021a, p. 3). Additionally, the Shea Project would generate fewer than
50 peak hour trips and would contribute fewer than 50 peak hour trips to any study area intersection (Urban
Crossroads, 2021b, p. 8). Accordingly, the Shea Project would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3 on an individual basis.

B. Acacia Project

Using employment generation factors from SCAG, the Acacia Project is estimated to have 248 employees
(Urban Crossroads, 2022h, p. 66). Under Baseline (2021) traffic conditions, the Acacia Project is calculated to
generate 19.69 VMT per employee (Urban Crossroads, 2022h, p. 66). The Acacia Project’s VMT would be
approximately 35.42 percent above the average regional trip length, which would not meet the VMT reductions
required by the applicable significance threshold (15 percent below the average regional trip length).
Accordingly, the Acacia Project’s VMT impact is considered to be significant and the Acacia Project would
conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 on an individual basis.

C. Combined Shea and Acacia Projects

Using employment generation factors from SCAG, the combined Shea and Acacia Projects are estimated to
have 490 employees (Urban Crossroads, 2022i, p. 6). Under Baseline (2022) traffic conditions, the combined
Shea and Acacia Projects are calculated to generate 19.41 VMT per employee (Urban Crossroads, 2022i, p.
6). The combined Shea and Acacia Project’s VMT would be approximately 33.49 percent above the average
regional trip length, which would not meet the VMT reductions required by the applicable significance
threshold (15 percent below the average regional trip length). Accordingly, the combined Shea and Acacia
Projects’ VMT impact is considered a significant impact.

There are no CMP arterial roadways in the vicinity of the Project Sites and the Project would neither generate
250 or more peak hour trips nor send 50 or more peak hour trips to a State highway facility (Urban Crossroads,
2022h, p. 5) (Urban Crossroads, 2021b, p. 38). As such, the Projects when considered together would not be
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considered a major traffic generator pursuant to the San Bernardino County CMP’s traffic impact analysis
guidelines and is not expected to substantially affect the performance of the CMP circulation network. The
CMP’s land use and travel demand management goals and policies are directed to local and regional public
agencies and none would be directly applicable to the Projects. Notwithstanding, the Projects do not include
any component that would prevent or obstruct the implementation of the CMP’s goals and policies.
Accordingly, the Project would not conflict with the applicable congestion management plan and no impact
would occur.

Threshold c:  Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

The types of traffic generated during operation of the Shea and Acacia Projects (i.e., passenger cars and trucks)
would be compatible with the type of traffic observed along adjacent roadways under existing conditions. All
proposed improvements within the public right-of-way would be installed in conformance with City design
standards. Project construction activities that would occur in the public right-of-way and that could temporarily
require the partial or a travel lane is required to adhere to the applicable construction control practices that are
specified in the State of California Department of Transportation Construction Manual and the California
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, to minimize potential safety hazards. Urban Crossroads
conducted a Caltrans Safety Evaluation and concluded that the Shea Project and Acacia Projects’ designs
would not cause or significantly contribute to transportation safety issues (see Technical Appendix K5). Based
on the foregoing information, the Shea and Acacia Project’s construction and operation would not create or
substantially increase safety hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Threshold d:  Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access?

The types of vehicular traffic generated during operation of the Shea and Acacia Projects (i.e., passenger cars
and trucks) would be compatible with the type of traffic observed along surrounding roadways under existing
conditions. In addition, all proposed improvements within the public right-of-way would be installed in
conformance with City design standards. The City reviewed the Shea and Acacia Project’s site plan drawings
and determined that no hazardous transportation design features would be introduced through implementation
of the Shea and Acacia Projects. Specifically, all Shea and Acacia Project construction materials and equipment
would be stored/staged on the Shea or Acacia Project Sites and would not interfere with emergency vehicles
traveling along Sierra Avenue or Duncan Canyon Road. Any Shea or Acacia Project construction activities
that would occur within the Sierra Avenue or Duncan Canyon Road public right-of-way and requires a partial
or full closure of a vehicle travel lane would require a traffic control plan that complies with the California
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and that must be approved by the City of Fontana to ensure that
emergency response is not adversely affected. Accordingly, the Shea and Acacia Projects’ construction and
operation would not create or substantially increase safety hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use.
No impact would occur.
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4.17.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

As described under the response to Threshold “a,” the combined Shea and Acacia Projects would conflict with
Goal 1, Objective 1.A, of the Fontana Active Transportation Plan, which calls for a reduction of VMT by 4%
by 2035. The combined Shea and Acacia Projects would generate 19.41 VMT per employee (approximately
33.49 percent above the existing baseline) and thereby would conflict with this objective, resulting in a
cumulatively-considerable impact. (Urban Crossroads, 2022i, p. 6). Although sidewalks and bike lanes would
occur along Sierra Avenue along the Project Sites’ western boundary and a trail is planned in the SCE easement
along the Project Site’s eastern boundary, there is no assurance of the percentage of Project Site employees
that would utilize the sidewalks, bike lanes, and trail to commute to work.

As noted under the analysis for Threshold “b,” the Projects would result in a significant and unavoidable VMT
impact. Under cumulative traffic conditions, the VMT impact would be cumulatively considerable. In
summary, SBTAM was utilized to calculate the combined Projects’ VMT, at 19.41 VMT per employee. The
VMT for all traffic analysis scenarios including for future cumulative conditions is then normalized by dividing
by the Project TAZ’s employees. Project Cumulative Year 2040 VMT per employee is 16.40, which is above
the significance threshold of 14.54 VMT per employee by 12.79 percent. Neither the Shea or Acacia Projects
would conflict with the San Bernardino County CMP none of the goals or policies within the CMP are
applicable to private development projects. Therefore, would have no potential to contribute to a conflict with
the CMP that would result in a cumulatively considerable environmental effect.

The Shea and Acacia Projects would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact under the topics
discussed under Thresholds “c” and “d” because the Shea and Acacia Projects would not cause or exacerbate
existing transportation design safety concerns or adversely affect emergency access and there are no
cumulative development projects adjacent to the Shea and Acacia Project Sites that could contribute additive
effects that could degrade motor vehicle or pedestrian safety or emergency vehicle access in proximity to the
Shea and Acacia Project Sites.

4.17.7 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION

Threshold a, Consistency with Transportation Programs, Plans, Ordinances, and Policies:

Shea Project: Less than Significant Impact. The Shea Project would not conflict with an applicable
program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system.

Acacia Project: Significant Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. The Acacia Project would
conflict with the Fontana General Plan, Active Transportation Plan, Objective 1.A because the Acacia
Project would generate VMT that is above the regional baseline and would not help the City meet its
objective to reduce VMT by 4% by 2035.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Significant Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. The
cumulative Shea and Acacia Projects would conflict with the Fontana General Plan, Active
Transportation Plan, Objective 1.A because the combined Shea and Acacia Projects would generate
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VMT that is above the regional baseline and would not help the City meet its objective to reduce VMT
by 4% by 2035.

Threshold b, Vehicle Miles Traveled:
Shea Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The Shea Project alone would screen out of the need to

conduct a VMT analysis, and thus not exceed the City’s significance threshold. Further, the Shea
Project would not conflict with the San Bernardino County CMP.

Acacia Project: Significant Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. The VMT generated by the
Acacia Project would exceed the City’s significance threshold by 35.42 percent and therefore, the
Acacia Project would conflict with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Significant Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. The
VMT generated by the cumulative Shea and Acacia Projects would exceed the City’s significance
threshold by 33.49 percent in the baseline year and by 12.79 percent in cumulative Year 2040 and
therefore, the cumulative Shea and Acacia Projects would conflict with CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3.

Threshold ¢, Geometric Design Feature Hazards:

Shea Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The Shea Project would not introduce any significant
transportation safety hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use.

Acacia Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The Acacia Project would not introduce any significant
transportation safety hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Less-than-Significant Impact. The combined Shea and Acacia
Projects would not introduce any significant transportation safety hazards due to a design feature or
incompatible use.

Threshold d, Emergency Access:

Shea Project: No Impact. Adequate emergency access would be provided to the Shea Project Site
during construction and long-term operation. The Shea Project would not result in inadequate
emergency access to the Shea Project Site or surrounding properties.

Acacia Project: No Impact. Adequate emergency access would be provided to the Acacia Project Site
during construction and long-term operation. The Acacia Project would not result in inadequate
emergency access to the Acacia Project Site or surrounding properties.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: No Impact. Adequate emergency access would be provided to
the both the Shea and Acacia Project Sites during construction and long-term operation. Neither the
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Shea nor Acacia Projects would result in inadequate emergency access to either the Shea or Acacia
Project Site or surrounding properties.

4.17.8 MITIGATION

Mitigation measures are not available to reduce the Acacia Project and the combined Shea and Acacia Project’s
direct and cumulatively-considerable impacts due to Project-related VMT. Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) strategies in the form of commute trip reduction program measures could be implemented
including commute trip reduction marketing, providing a ridesharing program, implementing subsidized or
discounted transit programs, providing end-of-trip facilities, providing employer-sponsored vanpools, price
workplace parking, and implementing employee parking cash-outs. Employers employing more than 250
persons would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 2202, which requires employees to encourage reductions in
employee commute frequency and trip length. Beyond Rule 2022 compliance, neither the Shea or Acacia
Project Applicant, or the City of Fontana has the jurisdictional authority to mandate business practices of
private enterprises nor is it feasible for the City to monitor these practices.

Other regional transportation measures that may reduce VMT include, but are not limited to,
improving/increasing access to transit, increasing access to common goods and service, or orientating land
uses towards alternative transportation. The Projects are oriented toward alternative transportation, as
sidewalks and bike lanes would occur along Sierra Avenue along the Project Sites” western boundary and a
trail is planned in the SCE easement along the Project Site’s eastern boundary. These non-vehicular options
could be used by employees to travel to and from the Project Sites; however, there is no assurance of the
percentage of Project Site employees that would utilize the sidewalks, bike lanes, and trail to commute to work.
For these reasons, mitigation to reduce the Acacia Project and the combined Shea and Acacia Projects’ VMT
impact to less than significant is not feasible.

4.17.9 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION
Threshold a:

Acacia Project: Significant Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. Because no feasible
mitigation is available to reduce the VMT for the Acacia Project’s employees to below the City’s
calculated average VMT, the Acacia Project’s would result in a conflict with the Fontana General Plan,
Active Transportation Plan, Objective 1.A because the Acacia Project would generate VMT that is
above the regional baseline.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Significant Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact.
Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the VMT for the combined Shea and Acacia
Project’s employees to below the City’s calculated average VMT, the cumulative Shea and Acacia
Projects would result in a conflict with the Fontana General Plan, Active Transportation Plan,
Objective 1.A because the combined Shea and Acacia Projects would generate VMT that is above the
regional baseline.

Threshold b:
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Acacia Project: Significant Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. Because no feasible
mitigation is available to reduce the VMT for the Acacia Project’s employees to below the City’s
calculated average VMT, the Acacia Project’s would result in a significant and unavoidable direct and
cumulatively considerable impact under Threshold *“b.”

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Significant Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact.
Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the VMT for the combined Shea and Acacia
Project’s employees to below the City’s calculated average VMT, the cumulative Shea and Acacia

Projects would result in a significant and unavoidable direct and cumulatively considerable impact
under Threshold “b.”
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4.18 TRrIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

The analysis in this Subsection 4.18 relies in part on information from a cultural resource assessment report
prepared by Brian F. Smith and Associates titled “Cultural Resources Study for the Sierra Business Center
Project,” dated March 23, 2022, and is included as Technical Appendix D to this EIR. The analysis in this
Subsection also contains information obtained by the City of Fontana during consultation with local Native
American tribal representatives. It should be noted that much of the written and oral communication between
Native American tribes and the City of Fontana is considered confidential in respect to places that have
traditional tribal cultural significance (Gov. Code § 65352.4), and although relied upon in part to inform the
preparation of this EIR Subsection, those communications are treated as confidential and are not available for
public review. Under existing law, environmental documents must not include information about the location
of archeological sites or sacred lands or any other information that is exempt from public disclosure pursuant
to the Public Records Act (Cal. Code Regs. § 15120(d)). All non-confidential references used in this Subsection
are listed in EIR Section 7.0, References.

4.18.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Refer to Subsection 4.5, Cultural Resources, for a description of the pre/protohistoric period setting for the
Inland Empire region and the Fontana area.

A. Project Site Conditions

BFSA conducted a pedestrian survey of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites on January 26, 2022. The pedestrian
survey consisted on a series of transects spaced at approximately 15-meter intervals to examine all exposed
ground surfaces. Ground visibility was limited due to patches of dense vegetation. Piles of rocks, construction
debris, bricks, and broken glass were identified throughout both the Shea and Acacia Project Sites, all of them
modern. BFSA did not observe any prehistoric resource sites or isolates on either the Shea or Acacia Project
Site during the pedestrian survey. (BFSA, 2022, p. 3.0-2)

BFSA also performed an archaeological records search through the South Central Coastal Information Center
(SCCIC) at California State University (CSU), Fullerton. The records search provided information regarding
previous archaeological studies in the Shea and Acacia Project areas and any previously recorded sites within
a one-mile radius of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites. The results of the records search indicate that no
prehistoric resources were recorded on the Shea or Acacia Project Sites. (BFSA, 2022, pp. 1.0-17 and 1.0-18)

4.18.2 REGULATORY SETTING
A. State Regulations
1. Traditional Tribal Cultural Places Act (Senate Bill 18, “SB 18”)

Senate Bill 18 (SB 18) requires local (city and county) governments to consult with California Native American
tribes to aid in the protection of traditional tribal cultural places (“cultural places”) through local land use
planning. SB 18 also requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to include in the General
Plan Guidelines advice to local governments for how to conduct these consultations (OPR, 2005).
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The intent of SB 18 is to provide California Native American tribes an opportunity to participate in local land
use decisions at an early planning stage, for the purpose of protecting, or mitigating impacts to, cultural places.
The purpose of involving tribes at these early planning stages is to allow consideration of cultural places in the
context of broad local land use policy, before individual site-specific, project-level land use decisions are made
by a local government.

SB 18 requires local governments to consult with tribes prior to making certain planning decisions and to
provide notice to tribes at certain key points in the planning process. These consultation and notice
requirements apply to adoption and amendment of both general plans (defined in Government Code § 65300
et seq.) and specific plans (defined in Government Code § 65450 et seq.). Although SB 18 does not specifically
mention consultation or notice requirements for adoption or amendment of specific plans, existing state
planning law requires local governments to use the same processes for adoption and amendment of specific
plans as for general plans (see Government Code § 65453). Therefore, where SB 18 requires consultation
and/or notice for a general plan adoption or amendment, the requirement extends also to a specific plan
adoption or amendment.

2. Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52)

California Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) (2014) Chapter 532 amended Section 5097.94 of, and added Sections
21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21802.3, 21083.09, 21084.2 and 21084.3 to the California Public
Resources Code, relating to Native Americans. AB 52 was approved on September 25, 2014. The legislature
added new requirements regarding tribal cultural resources in Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52). By including tribal
cultural resources early in the CEQA process, the legislature intended to ensure that local and Tribal
governments, public agencies, and project proponents would have information available, early in the project
planning process, to identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources (OPR, 2017a).
By taking this proactive approach, the legislature also intended to reduce the potential for delay and conflicts
in the environmental review process.

The Public Resources Code now establishes that “[a] project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment.” (Pub. Resources Code, 8 21084.2.) To help determine whether a project may have such an
effect, the Public Resources Code requires a lead agency to consult with any California Native American tribe
that requests consultation and is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed
project. That consultation must take place prior to the determination of whether a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration, or environmental impact report is required for a project (Pub. Resources Code,
§21080.3.1.).

If a lead agency determines that a project may cause a substantial adverse change to tribal cultural resources,
the lead agency must consider measures to mitigate that impact. Public Resources Code 8§ 20184.3 (b)(2)
provides examples of mitigation measures that lead agencies may consider to avoid or minimize impacts to
tribal cultural resources.
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Section 21074 of the Public Resources Code defines “tribal cultural resources.” In brief, in order to be
considered a “tribal cultural resource,” a resource must be either:

(1) listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on the national, state, or local register of historic
resources, or

(2) aresource that the lead agency chooses, in its discretion, to treat as a tribal cultural resource.

In the latter instance, the lead agency must determine that the resource meets the criteria for listing in the state
register of historic resources. In applying those criteria, a lead agency must consider the value of the resource
to the tribe. (OPR, 2017a)

3. State Health and Safety Code

California Health and Safety Code (HSC) § 7050.5(b) requires that excavation and disturbance activities must
cease “In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated
cemetery...” until the coroner can determine regarding the circumstances, manner, and cause of any death.
The coroner is then required to make recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition of the human
remains. Further, this section of the code makes it a misdemeanor to intentionally disturb, mutilate or remove
interred human remains. § 7051 specifies that the removal of human remains from “internment or a place of
storage while awaiting internment” with the intent to sell them or to dissect them with “malice or wantonness”
is a public offense punishable by imprisonment in a state prison. Lastly, HSC §8 8010-8011 establish the
California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act consistent with the federal law addressing
the same. The Act stresses that “all California Indian human remains and cultural items are to be treated with
dignity and respect.” It encourages voluntary disclosure and return of remains and cultural items by publicly
funded agencies and museums in California. It also outlines the need for aiding California Indian tribes,
including non-federally recognized tribes, in filing repatriation claims.

4.18.3 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds listed below are derived directly from the City of Fontana’s Local Guidelines for Implementing
the California Environmental Quality Act and address the typical, adverse effects related to tribal cultural
resources that could result from development projects. The Project would result in a significant impact to
tribal cultural resources if the Project or any Project-related component would:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public
Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to
a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
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i) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

4.18.4 IMPACT ANALYSIS

Threshold a: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe,
and that is: (i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources,
or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or (ii) a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1?

No prehistoric resource sites, features, places, or landscapes were identified on the surface of the Shea or
Acacia Project Sites during field work conducted by BFSA in 2022 that are either listed or eligible for listing
in the California Register of Historic Places. To be eligible for the Register, (Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, Title
14 CCR, Section 4852), a resource must include the following:

A. s associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California's
history and cultural heritage;

B. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

No resources were identified on the Shea or Acacia Project Sites that meet any of the four criteria listed above
to be eligible for the California Register and no prehistoric resource sites or isolates were found on the Project
site (BFSA, 2022, p. 3.0-29). Furthermore, no substantial evidence was presented to or found by the City of
Fontana that led to the identification of any obvious known and physically identifiable resources on the Shea
or Acacia Project Sites that in the City’s discretion had the potential to be considered a tribal cultural resource.
Tribal cultural resources, however, include resources with inherent tribal values that are difficult to identify
through the same means as archaeological resources. These resources can be identified and understood through
direct consultation with the tribes who attach tribal value to the resource. Tribal cultural resources may include
Native American archaeological sites, but they may also include other types of resources such as a cultural
landscape. Also relevant is the category termed “traditional cultural property” which is typically associated
with cultural resource management performed under federal auspices. “Traditional” in this context refers to
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those beliefs, customs, and practices of a living community of people that have been passed down through the
generations, usually orally or through practice. The traditional cultural significance of a historic property, then,
is derived from the role the property plays in a community’s historically rooted beliefs, customs, and practices.
A traditional cultural property can be defined, generally, as one that is eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living
community that (a) are rooted in that community’s history, and (b) are important in maintaining the continuing
cultural identity of the community. A landscape can be a traditional cultural property and by extension a tribal
cultural resource, provided the cultural landscape meets the criteria and that the landscape is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope. The appropriate treatment of tribal cultural resources is determined
through consultation with tribes having cultural affiliation.

As part of the SB 18 and AB 52 consultation processes required by State law, the City of Fontana sent
notification of the Shea and Acacia Projects to Native American tribes with possible traditional or cultural
affiliation to the Shea and Acacia Project areas on May 4, 2022. In response to the SB18 and AB 52
consultation invitations, the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation offered comment but did not request
consultation. The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians and the Ft. Yuma Quechan Tribe responded, but
indicated that they had no comments and did not wish to consult. The Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians —
Kizh Nation responded and requested consultation, which occurred between the Tribe and the City of Fontana.
Other tribes did not respond to the notices. Based on the comments by the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation,
comments from the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation, and information available from the
Projects’ cultural resources investigation contained in Technical Appendix D, information indicates that
subsurface tribal cultural resources, as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074, are potentially present
on the Shea and/or Acacia Project Sites and have the potential to be discovered during ground-disturbing
construction activities.

Although given the lack of any previously identified pre/protohistoric sites within or near either the Shea or
Acacia properties and the magnitude of ground disturbances on the Shea and Acacia Project Sites over the
previous 90-plus years, there is little potential for any pre/protohistoric resources to be present or disturbed by
the proposed developments. Notwithstanding, excavations on portions of the Shea or Acacia Project Sites
would exceed five (5) feet below the existing ground surface while previously disturbed soils on-site (i.e.,
artificial fills) extend only to a depth of approximately 2.5 to 8.5 feet below the ground surface; thus,
excavations on the Project Sites that would occur within previously undisturbed soils could, in theory, contain
tribal cultural resources. If any tribal cultural resources are unearthed during Shea or Acacia Project
construction that meet the definition of a tribal cultural resource according to Public Resources Code Section
21074 and that is: (i) listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or (ii) a resource
determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, , impacts to the tribal
cultural resource would be significant. Mitigation is thus required. As discussed below, with implementation
of mitigation, direct and cumulatively-considerable impacts would be less than significant.

As discussed under EIR Subsection 4.5, the Shea and Acacia Project Sites do not contain a known cemetery
site and human remains have not been previously discovered on the sites. Mandatory compliance with State
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law (California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98) would
ensure that, in the unlikely event that human remains are discovered during Shea or Acacia Project
construction, the remains would be identified in accordance with proper protocols and the remains would be
treated or disposed with appropriate dignity. Accordingly, the Shea and Acacia Projects would not result in a
substantial adverse effect to tribal cultural resources associated with human remains.

4.18.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

The potential for Shea and/or Acacia Project construction to result in cumulatively-considerable impacts to
tribal, religious, and cultural resources were analyzed in conjunction with other projects located in
southwestern San Bernardino County and northwestern Riverside County that occur in the same tribal
influence areas as the Shea and Acacia Project Sites. The other development projects within these areas would
have a similar potential to uncover tribal cultural resources during construction activities. Therefore, the
potential for Shea and Acacia Project construction to impact tribal cultural resources is a cumulatively-
considerable impact for which mitigation is required.

4.18.6 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION

Threshold a, Tribal Cultural Resources:
Shea Project: Significant Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. The Shea Project has the
potential to result in significant impacts to tribal cultural resources in the absence of protective

measures in the event that such resources are discovered during ground-disturbing construction
activities.

Acacia Project: Significant Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. The Acacia Project has the
potential to result in significant impacts to tribal cultural resources in the absence of protective
measures in the event that such resources are discovered during ground-disturbing construction
activities.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Significant Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. The
Shea Project and Acacia Project combined have the potential to result in significant impacts to tribal
cultural resources in the absence of protective measures in the event that such resources are discovered
during ground-disturbing construction activities.

4.18.7 MITIGATION
Mitigation Measures MMs 4.5-1 through 4.5-3 shall apply (refer to Subsection 4.5, Cultural Resources).

4.18.8 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION

Threshold a:

Shea Project: Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Implementation of MMs 4.5-1 through 4.5-
3 would ensure the proper identification and subsequent treatment of any significant tribal cultural resources

Lead Agency: City of Fontana SCH No. 2022030544
Page 4.18-6



BB SsierraBusiness Center
.D Environmental Impact Report 4.18 Tribal Cultural Resources

that may be encountered during ground-disturbing activities associated with Shea Project development. With
implementation of the required mitigation, the Shea Project’s potential impact to significant tribal cultural
resources would be reduced to less than significant.

Acacia Project: Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Implementation of MMs 4.5-1 through
4.5-3 would ensure the proper identification and subsequent treatment of any significant tribal cultural
resources that may be encountered during ground-disturbing activities associated with Acacia Project
development. With implementation of the required mitigation, the Acacia Project’s potential impact to
significant tribal cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Implementation of
MMs 4.5-1 through 4.5-3 would ensure the proper identification and subsequent treatment of any significant
tribal cultural resources that may be encountered during ground-disturbing activities associated with Shea
Project and Acacia Project development. With implementation of the required mitigation, the Shea and Acacia
Projects’ potential impact to significant tribal cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant.
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4.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

This Subsection 4.19 addresses the topics of water service and supply, wastewater collection and treatment,
stormwater drainage management, and solid waste collection and disposal, and relies on publicly available
information provided by local service providers. A complete list of references for information relied upon to
prepare this Subsection can be found in EIR Section 7.0, References.

4.19.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
A. Water Service

The Shea and Acacia Project Sites are located within the West Valley Water District (WVWD) service area,
which is part of the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District. The WVWD serves approximately
94,332 customers in the communities of Bloomington, Colton, Fontana, Rialto, parts of unincorporated areas
in San Bernardino and Jurupa Valley in Riverside County (WVWD, 2020, p. 3). WVWD’s water supply comes
from its own groundwater wells, groundwater purchased from San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water
District, surface water from Lytle Creek in the San Bernardino Mountains, and surface water purchased
through San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (WVWD, 2020, p. 4). Under existing conditions,
water mains are installed beneath Sierra Avenue abutting both the Shea and Acacia Project Sites.

Under existing conditions, there is one single-family residence with an associated shed located on the Shea
Project Site. The Acacia Project Site contains no structures. The one occupied residential structure on the Shea
Project Site consumes nominal water.

B. Wastewater Service

Wastewater in the Shea and Acacia Project areas is conveyed via City of Fontana maintained sewer lines to
the RP-4 wastewater treatment facilities (operated by the Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA)). The RP-4
facility has a treatment capacity of approximately 14 million gallons of wastewater per day but, under existing
conditions, only treats, on average, approximately 10 million gallons of wastewater per day. The excess
capacity for RP-4 is approximately 4 million gallons per day. (IEUA, n.d.)

Although there are existing sewer lines beneath Sierra Avenue, the Shea and Acacia Project Site are not
connected to the City’s sewer conveyance network under existing conditions. The single residence on the Shea

Project Site has a septic system.

C. Stormwater Conveyance Facilities

Under existing conditions, the Shea and Acacia Project Sites do not contain any stormwater drainage facilities.
Surface runoff from the both the Shea and Acacia Project Sites drains from north and sheet flows to properties
to the south and to downstream storm drain facilities and to the existing curb and gutter system along Slover
Avenue to the south.
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D. Solid Waste Collection and Disposal

Solid waste from the Shea and Acacia Project Sites would be collected by Burrtec Waste Industries, Inc. and
is expected to be disposed at the Mid-Valley Landfill, located approximately 0.6-mile from the southern
boundary of the Shea Project Site, in the City of Rialto. The Mid-Valley Landfill is 408 acres in size, has a
total permitted capacity of 101,300,000 cubic yards, is permitted to receive 7,500 tons of solid waste per day
and has a reported remaining disposal capacity of 61,219,377 cubic yards, as of June 2019. The current closure
date is projected as April 2045 (CalRecycle, 2022a).

Under existing conditions, only one structure, a single-family residence is located on the Shea Project Site,
which generates a nominal amount of solid waste.

4.19.2 REGULATORY SETTING

The following is a summary of the federal, state, and local environmental laws and related regulations related

to utilities and service systems.

A. Federal Plans, Policies, and Requlations
Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the
waters of the United States and regulating quality standards for surface waters. The basis of the CWA was
enacted in 1948 and was called the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, but the Act was substantially
reorganized and expanded in 1972. "Clean Water Act" became the Act's common name with amendments in
1972. Under the CWA, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has implemented pollution control
programs such as setting wastewater standards for industry, and also has set water quality standards for all
contaminants in surface waters. The CWA made it unlawful to discharge any pollutant from a point source
into navigable waters, unless a permit was obtained. EPA's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit program controls discharges. Point sources are discrete conveyances such as pipes or man-
made ditches. Individual homes that are connected to a municipal system, use a septic system, or do not have
a surface discharge do not need an NPDES permit; however, industrial, municipal, and other facilities must
obtain permits if their discharges go directly to surface waters. (EPA, 2021e)

Safe Drinking Water Act

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) was established to protect the quality of drinking water in the U.S. This
law focuses on all waters actually or potentially designed for drinking use, whether from above ground or
underground sources. The Act authorizes EPA to establish minimum standards to protect tap water and
requires all owners or operators of public water systems to comply with these primary (health-related)
standards. The 1996 amendments to SDWA require that EPA consider a detailed risk and cost assessment,
and best available peer-reviewed science, when developing these standards. State governments, which can be
approved to implement these rules for EPA, also encourage attainment of secondary standards (nuisance-
related). Under the Act, EPA also establishes minimum standards for state programs to protect underground
sources of drinking water from endangerment by underground injection of fluids. (EPA, 2021k)
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B. State Plans, Policies, and Regulations

1. Applicable Water Supply Regulations

Water Conservation in Landscaping Act

The Water Conservation in Landscaping Act was established to ensure adequate water supplies are available
for future uses. To promote the conservation and efficient use of water, the Act requires local agencies to
adopt a water efficient landscape ordinance. When such an ordinance had not been adopted, a finding as to
why (based on the climatic, geologic, or topographical conditions) such an ordinance is not necessary, must be
adopted. In the absence of such an ordinance or findings, the policies and requirements contained in the
“model” ordinance drafted by the State of California shall apply within the affected jurisdiction. (CA
Legislative Info, n.d.)

Water Recycling in Landscaping Act

In 2000, Senate Bill 2095 (Water Recycling in Landscaping Act) was approved by Governor Davis requiring
any local public or private entity that produces recycled water and determines that within 10 years it will
provide recycled water within the boundaries of a local agency, to notify the local agency of that fact. In turn,
local agencies are required to adopt and enforce within 180 days a specified recycled water ordinance, unless
the local agency adopted a recycled water ordinance or other regulation requiring the use of recycled water in
its jurisdiction prior to January 1, 2001. (CA Legislative Info, n.d.)

Urban Water Management Planning Act

The Urban Water Management Planning Act (UWMP Act) was proposed and adopted to ensure that water
planning is conducted at the local level, as the State of California recognized that two water agencies in the
same region could have very different impacts from a drought. The UWMP Act requires water agencies to
develop Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs) over a 20-year planning horizon, and further required
UWMPs to be updated every five years. UWMPs are exempt from compliance with CEQA. (DWR, 2016, p.
1-2)

The UWMPs provide a framework for long term water planning and inform the public of a supplier’s plans
for long-term resource planning that ensures adequate water supplies for existing and future demands. This
part of the California Water Code (CWC) requires urban water suppliers to report, describe, and evaluate:

e Water deliveries and uses;

e Water supply sources;

e Efficient water uses;

e Demand management measures; and

e Water shortage contingency planning. (DWR, 2016, p. 1-3)

The UWMP Act has been modified over the years in response to the State’s water shortages, droughts, and
other factors. A significant amendment was made in 2009, after the drought of 2007-2009 and as a result of
the governor’s call for a statewide 20 percent reduction in urban water use by the year 2020. This was the
Water Conservation Act of 2009, also known as SB X7-7. This Act required agencies to establish water use
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targets for 2015 and 2020 that would result in statewide savings of 20 percent by 2020. Beginning in 2016,
retail water suppliers are required to comply with the water conservation requirements in SB X7-7 in order to
be eligible for State water grants or loans. Retail water agencies are required to set targets and track progress
toward decreasing daily per capita urban water use in their service area, which will assist the State in meeting
its 20 percent reduction goal by 2020. (DWR, 2016, p. 1-2)

Government Code § 66473.7(b)(2) (Senate Bill 221)

Under Senate Bill (SB) 221, approval by a city or county of certain residential subdivisions requires an
affirmative written verification of sufficient water supply. SB 221 is intended as a “fail safe” mechanism to
ensure that collaboration on finding the needed water supplies to serve a new large subdivision occurs before
construction begins. SB 221 requires the legislative body of a city or county or the advisory agency, to the
extent that it is authorized by local ordinance to approve, conditionally approve, or disapprove a tentative map,
must include as a condition in any tentative map that includes a subdivision a requirement that a sufficient
water supply shall be available. Proof of the availability of a sufficient water supply must be requested by the
subdivision applicant or local agency, at the discretion of the local agency, and id based on written verification
from the applicable public water system within 90 days of a request. SB 221 does not apply to any residential
project proposed for a site that is within an urbanized area and has been previously developed for urban uses,
or where the immediate contiguous properties surrounding the residential project site are, or previously have
been, developed for urban uses, or housing projects that are exclusively for very low and low-income
households. (DWR, 2003; CA Legislative Info, n.d.)

California Senate Bill 610

The California Water Code (Water Code) 88 10910 through 10915 were amended by the enactment of SB 610
in 2002. SB 610 requires an assessment of whether available water supplies are sufficient to serve the demand
generated by a proposed project, as well as the reasonably foreseeable cumulative demand in the region over
the next 20 years under average normal year, single dry year, and multiple dry year conditions. Under SB 610,
water assessments must be furnished to local governments for inclusion in any environmental documentation
for certain projects (as defined in Water Code 10912 [a]) subject to CEQA. (DWR, 2003; CA Legislative Info,
n.d.) For the purposes of SB 610, “project” means any of the following:

(1) A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units.

(2) A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or having
more than 500,000 square feet of floor space.

(3) A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than
250,000 square feet of floor space.

(4) A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms.

(5) A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more
than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of
floor area.

(6) A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this subdivision.

(7) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water
required by a 500-dwelling unit project. (DWR, 2003; CA Legislative Info, n.d.)
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Because the Shea Project proposes development of a 199,999 s.f. commerce center building and the Acacia
Project proposes development of a 296,297 s.f. commerce center building and a 88,746 s.f. commerce center
building, a water supply assessment was not required.

CA. Water Code § 10610 et seq. (Senate Bill 901)

Signed into law on October 16, 1995, Senate Bill (SB) 901 required every urban water supplier to identify as
part of its urban water management plan, the existing and planned sources of water available to the supplier
over a prescribed 5-year period. The code requires the water service purveyor to assess the projected water
demand associated with a proposed project under environmental review. Later provisions of SB 901 required
compliance in the event that the proposed Project involved the adoption of a specific plan, amendment to, or
revision of the land use element of a general plan or specific plan that would result in a net increase in the state
population density. Upon completion of the water assessment, cities and counties may agree or disagree with
the conclusions of the water service purveyors, but cannot approve projects in the face of documented water
shortfalls without first making certain findings. (CA Legislative Info, n.d.)

Executive Order B-29-15

Executive Order (EO) B-29-15 ordered the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to impose
restrictions to achieve a 25-percent reduction in potable urban water usage through February 28, 2016; directed
the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) to lead a statewide initiative, in partnership with local
agencies, to collectively replace 50 million square feet of lawns and ornamental turf with drought tolerant
landscapes; and directed the California Energy Commission to implement a statewide appliance rebate
program to provide monetary incentives for the replacement of inefficient household devices. (SWRCB,
2020b)

Executive Order B-37-16

Signed on May 9, 2016, EO B-37-16 established a new water use efficiency framework for California. The
order bolstered the state’s drought resilience and preparedness by establishing longer-term water conservation
measures that include permanent monthly water use reporting, new urban water use targets, reducing system
leaks and eliminating clearly wasteful practices, strengthening urban drought contingency plans, and
improving agricultural water management and drought plans. (SWRCB, 2020b)

Executive Order B-40-17

Signed on April 7, 2017, EO B-40-17 ended the drought state of emergency in all California counties except
Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Tuolumne, where emergency drinking water projects will continue to help address
diminished groundwater supplies. It maintains water reporting requirements and prohibitions on wasteful
practices. The order was built on actions taken in Executive Order B-37-16, which remains in effect. In a
related action, state agencies, including the Department of Water Resources (DWR), released a plan to continue
making water conservation a way of life. (SWRCB, 2020b)
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Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) established a new structure for managing
California’s groundwater resources at a local level by local agencies. SGMA required, by June 30, 2017, the
formation of locally-controlled groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAS) in the State’s high- and medium-
priority groundwater basins and subbasins (basins). A GSA is responsible for developing and implementing a
groundwater sustainability plan (GSP) to meet the sustainability goal of the basin to ensure that it is operated
within its sustainable yield, without causing undesirable results. The GSP Emergency Regulations for
evaluating GSPs, the implementation of GSPs, and coordination agreements were adopted by DWR and
approved by the California Water Commission on May 18, 2016. (DWR, n.d.)

2. Applicable Solid Waste Regulations
California Solid Waste Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939, 1989)

The Integrated Waste Management Act (IWMA) established an integrated waste management hierarchy to
guide the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) and local agencies in implementation, in
order of priority: (1) source reduction, (2) recycling and composting, and (3) environmentally safe
transformation and land disposal (it should be noted that the CIWMB no longer exists, and its duties have been
assumed by CalRecycle). As part of the IWMA, the CIWMB was given a purpose to mandate the reduction
of disposed waste. (CalRecycle, n.d.) The IWMA also required:

The establishment of a task force to coordinate the development of city Source Reduction and
Recycling Elements (SRRES) and a countywide siting element. (CalRecycle, n.d.)

e Each city, by July 1, 1991, to prepare, adopt and submit a SRRE to the county which includes the
following components: waste characterization; source reduction; recycling; composting; solid waste
facility capacity; education and public information; funding; special waste (asbestos, sewage sludge,
etc.); and household hazardous waste. (CalRecycle, n.d.)

e Each county, by January 1, 1991, to prepare a SRRE for its unincorporated area, with the same
components described above, and a countywide siting element, specifying areas for transformation or
disposal sites to provide capacity for solid waste generated in the jurisdiction which cannot be reduced
or recycled for a 15-year period.

e Each county to prepare, adopt, and submit to the Board an Integrated Waste Management Plan
(IWMP), which includes all of the elements described above. (CalRecycle, n.d.)

e Each city or county plan to include an implementation schedule which shows: diversion of 25 percent
of all solid waste from landfill or transformation facilities by January 1, 1995 through source reduction,
recycling, and composting activities; and, diversion of 50 percent of all solid waste by January 1, 2000
through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities. (CalRecycle, n.d.)
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e The CIWMB to review the implementation of each SRRE at least once every two years. (CalRecycle,
n.d.)

e The IWMA required the CIWMB, in conjunction with an inspection conducted by a Lead Enforcement
Agency (LEA), to conduct at least one inspection per year of each solid waste facility in the state.
(CalRecycle, n.d.)

Additionally, the IWMA established a comprehensive statewide system of permitting, inspections,
enforcement, and maintenance for solid waste facilities. (CalRecycle, n.d.)

Waste Reuse and Recycling Act (AB 1327)

The Waste Reuse and Recycling Act (WRRA) required the CIWMB to approve a model ordinance for adoption
by any local government for the transfer, receipt, storage, and loading of recyclable materials in development
projects by March 1, 1993. The WRRA also required local agencies to adopt a local ordinance by September
1, 1993 or allow the model ordinance to take effect. The WRRA requires all development projects that are
commercial, industrial, institutional, or marina in nature and where solid waste is collected and loaded, to
provide an adequate area for collecting and loading recyclable materials over the lifetime of the project. The
area is required to be provided before building permits are issued. (CalRecycle, n.d.)

Mandatory Commercial Recycling Program (AB 341)

Assembly Bill (AB) 341 (Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011 [Chesbro, AB 341]) directed CalRecycle to develop
and adopt regulations for mandatory commercial recycling. CalRecycle initiated formal rulemaking with a 45-
day comment period beginning Oct. 28, 2011. The final regulation was approved by the Office of
Administrative Law on May 7, 2012. AB-341 was designed to help meet California’s recycling goal of 75%
by the year 2020. AB 341 requires all commercial businesses and public entities that generate 4 cubic yards
or more of waste per week to have a recycling program in place. In addition, multi-family apartments with five
or more units are also required to form a recycling program. (CalRecycle, n.d.)

2016 California Green Building Standards Code (CAL Green; Part 11 of Title 24, California Code of
Regulations)

California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 11 is referred to as the California Green Building Standards
Code (CALGreen Code). CALGreen became effective January 1, 2017, and is applicable to the planning,
design, operation, construction, use, and occupancy of every newly constructed building or structure
throughout the State of California (including residential structures and elementary schools). The purpose of
the CALGreen Code is to “improve public health, safety and general welfare by enhancing the design and
construction of buildings through the use of building concepts having a positive environmental impact and
encouraging sustainable construction practices in the following categories: (1) Planning and design; (2) Energy
efficiency; (3) Water efficiency and conservation; (4) Material conservation and resource efficiency; and (5)
Environmental air quality.” The CALGreen Code is not intended to substitute or be identified as meeting the
certification requirements of any green building program that is not established and adopted by the California
Building Standards Commission (CBSC). Section 5.408.3 of the CALGreen Code requires that 100 percent
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of trees, stumps, rocks, and associated vegetation and soils resulting from land clearing shall be reused or
recycled. For a phased project, such material may be stockpiled on-site until the storage site is developed.
Unless otherwise noted in the regulation, all newly constructed buildings in California are subject of the
requirements of the CALGreen Code. (CEC, 2018)

C. Local Plans, Policies, and Regulations

1. San Bernardino Valley Regional Urban Water Management Plan

The 2015 San Bernardino Valley Regional Urban Water Management Plan is a tool, prepared by a
collaboration of cities and water districts in San Bernardino County, that provides a summary of anticipated
water supplies and demands for the years 2015 to 2040. The Plan was prepared consistent with the Urban
Water Management Act, the Water Conservation Act of 2009, and the Department of Water Resources
Guidebook for Urban Water Suppliers. The 2015 San Bernardino Valley Regional Urban Water Management
Plan evaluates whether supplies will be sufficient to meet demand during a normal average year, a single dry
year, and multiple dry years; existing baseline water use in terms of gallons per capita per day; targets for
future water use consistent with the Water Conservation Act of 2009; demand management measures
implemented or planned for implementation as well as the methods proposed for achieving future water use
targets; water shortage contingency planning; and notification and coordination with other water agencies, land
entities, and the community. (WSC, 2017)

2. City of Fontana Master Storm Drain Plan

The Project site is located within the boundary of the Fontana Storm Drain Master Plan (hereafter “Storm
Drain Master Plan™). The Storm Drain Master Plan was prepared to identify master-planned drainage and
flood control facilities that are needed to safely convey the peak runoff from a 100-year storm through Fontana
upon full buildout. According to the Storm Drain Master Plan, stormwater runoff flow from the Project area
is tabled to the storm drain system in Sierra Avenue (Theines, 2022, p. 21).

3. City of Fontana Municipal Code

Chapter 24 of the City of Fontana Municipal Code outlines the goals, policies, and programs the City will
implement to create an integrated and cost-effective waste management system that complies with the
provisions of AB 939 and its diversion mandates (Fontana, 2019a).

4.19.3 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds listed below are derived directly from the City of Fontana’s Local Guidelines for Implementing
the California Environmental Quality Act and address the typical, adverse effects related to utilities and service
systems that could result from development projects. The Project would result in a significant impact
associated with utilities and service systems if the Project or any Project-related component would:

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction
or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects;
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b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years;

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s

existing commitments;

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals;

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid waste.

4.19.4 IMPACT ANALYSIS

Threshold a: Would the Project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

The Shea Project and Acacia Project would transform two properties that are undeveloped other than with one
residential home and a shed on the Shea Project site into commerce center developments collectively
containing three buildings, drive aisles, parking areas, landscaping, and other supporting features. The
installation of the infrastructure improvements proposed by as part of the Shea Project and Acacia Project
would result in physical environmental impacts; however, these impacts have already been considered in the
analyses of construction-related effects presented throughout this EIR. In instances where the Project’s
construction phase would result in specific significant impacts, mitigation measures are provided in the
applicable subsection of this EIR to reduce the Project’s effects to less-than-significant levels (or, if it is not
possible to reduce the Project’s impacts to less-than-significant levels, mitigation is provided to minimize
impacts to the maximum level feasible). The construction of infrastructure necessary to serve the proposed
Projects would not result in any significant physical effects on the environment that are not already identified
and disclosed elsewhere in this this EIR. There are no components of the Project’s infrastructure improvements
that would result in impacts not already disclosed in this EIR and, accordingly, additional mitigation measures
beyond those identified throughout this EIR would not be required. A summary discussion of each component
of the Projects’ infrastructure system is provided below.

A. Water and Water Treatment Facilities

Water demand features associated with the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects would consist of interior
plumbing devices, outdoor landscape irrigation, and various industrial process systems. Water service would
be provided to both the Shea and Acacia Project Sites by WVWD.
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The Shea Project and Acacia Project would both install a 12-inch water main along the Project Sites’ frontages
with Sierra Avenue. Neither Project would require the relocation or upsizing of any existing water lines off-
site. The installation of the water main along Sierra Avenue and the installation of onsite tanks and onsite
water lines that connect to the Sierra Avenue line is an inherent part of the Projects’ construction processes.
The installation of water conveyance lines as part of each Project’s construction process has the potential to
cause environmental effects associated with short-term air pollutant emissions, noise, and traffic movement
disruptions. All water utility installation work that occurs within a public street right of way must adhere to
the construction control practices that reduce impacts that are specified in the State of California Department
of Transportation Construction Manual, dated February 2022, published by Caltrans (Caltrans, 2022).
Environmental impacts associated with the construction of the Projects, including the installation of their
proposed water lines are evaluated throughout this EIR. Where significant impacts are identified, feasible and
enforceable mitigation measures are imposed on the Project to reduce impacts to the maximum practical effect.
There are no unique impacts associated with the installation of water infrastructure to serve the Projects, and
impacts would be less than significant.

While the Shea Project and the Acacia Project would result in an incremental increase in demand for water
treatment capacity, the Projects’ water demands would not result in or require new or expanded water treatment
facilities beyond those facilities already planned as part of the 2015 San Bernardino Valley Regional Urban
Water Management Plan (UWMP). Impacts unique to the installation of water infrastructure would be less
than significant.

B. Wastewater and Wastewater Treatment Facilities

Sewer demand features associated with the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects include interior plumbing
devices in the proposed commerce center buildings.

The Shea Project and Acacia Project would both install onsite sewer conveyance lines that would connect to a
12-inch line already installed with Sierra Avenue. Neither Project would require the relocation or upsizing of
any existing sewer lines off-site. On the Shea Project Site, the existing septic system would be removed and
disposed of per applicable regulatory standards. The installation of onsite sewer lines that connect to the Sierra
Avenue line is an inherent part of the Projects’ construction processes. The installation of wastewater
conveyance lines as part of each Project’s construction process has the potential to cause environmental effects
associated with short-term air pollutant emissions, noise, and traffic movement disruptions. All wastewater
utility installation work that occurs within a public street right of way must adhere to the construction control
practices that reduce impacts that are specified in the State of California Department of Transportation
Construction Manual, dated February 2022, published by Caltrans (Caltrans, 2022). Environmental impacts
associated with the construction of the Projects, including the installation of their proposed sewer lines are
evaluated throughout this EIR. Where significant impacts are identified, feasible and enforceable mitigation
measures are imposed on the Project to reduce impacts to the maximum practical effect. There are no unique
impacts associated with the installation of wastewater infrastructure to serve the Projects, and impacts would
be less than significant.
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The Projects’ wastewater would be conveyed to the RP-4 wastewater treatment facility operated by the IEUA,
which has a treatment capacity of approximately 14 million gallons of wastewater per day but, under existing
conditions, only treats, on average, approximately 10 million gallons of wastewater per day. The excess
capacity for RP-4 is approximately 4 million gallons per day, and sufficient to treat the Projects’ wastewater
which would only comprise a small fraction of the available capacity. (IEUA, n.d.)

C. Storm Water Drainage Facilities

1. Shea Project

Under existing conditions, drainage sheet flows north to south, with the Shea Project Site accepting run-on
from the Acacia Project Site. Upon the development of both Projects, runoff from the Acacia Project Site
would flow into an on-site storm water drainage system, discharging into a storm drain line installed in Sierra
Avenue to the west (Theines, 2021b, n.p.) that would be supplemented by the installation of a 36 reinforced
concrete pipe extension along the Acacia Project Site’s frontage, based on the City of Fontana’s Master Storm
Plan (Theines, 2022, p. 21). Storm water drainage features that would be installed on the Project Sites include
but are not limited to catch basins, storm drain lines, underground chambers, and a surface basin located in the
southwestern corner of the Shea Project Site. The installation of onsite and site adjacent storm water drainage
infrastructure is an inherent part of the Projects’ construction processes. The installation of stormwater
collection facilities and conveyance lines as part of each Project’s construction process has the potential to
cause environmental effects associated with short-term air pollutant emissions, noise, and traffic movement
disruptions. All storm water infrastructure installation work that occurs within a public street right of way
must adhere to the construction control practices that reduce impacts that are specified in the State of California
Department of Transportation Construction Manual, dated February 2022, published by Caltrans (Caltrans,
2022). Environmental impacts associated with the construction of the Projects, including the installation of
their proposed storm water drainage systems are evaluated throughout this EIR. Where significant impacts are
identified, feasible and enforceable mitigation measures are imposed on the Project to reduce impacts to the
maximum practical effect. There are no unique impacts associated with the installation of stormwater drainage
infrastructure to serve the Projects, and impacts would be less than significant.

D. Dry Utilities (Electrical Power, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications)

Under existing conditions, overhead electrical lines supported on wooden poles are located along the frontage
of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites with Sierra Avenue. As part of the Projects’ development, these lines
would be relocated underground along the frontage of both Project Sites. Other dry utility lines are available
in the Sierra Avenue right-of-way, to which the Projects would make connections during the construction
phase. The installation of onsite and site adjacent dry utility infrastructure is an inherent part of the Projects’
construction processes. The installation of dry utilities as part of each Project’s construction process has the
potential to cause environmental effects associated with short-term air pollutant emissions, noise, and traffic
movement disruptions. All electric line undergrounding and other dry utility installation work that occurs
within a public street right of way must adhere to the construction control practices that reduce impacts that
are specified in the State of California Department of Transportation Construction Manual, dated February
2022, published by Caltrans (Caltrans, 2022). Environmental impacts associated with the construction of the
Projects, including the installation of their proposed dry utility systems are evaluated throughout this EIR.

Lead Agency: City of Fontana SCH No. 2022030544
Page 4.19-11



BB SsierraBusiness Center
.D Environmental Impact Report 4.19 Utilities and Service Systems

Where significant impacts are identified, feasible and enforceable mitigation measures are imposed on the
Project to reduce impacts to the maximum practical effect. There are no unique impacts associated with the
installation of dry utilities to serve the Projects, and impacts would be less than significant.

Threshold b: Would the Project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

WVWD forecasts for projected water demand are based on the population projections of the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG), which rely on the adopted land use designations contained
within the general plans that cover the geographic area within WVVWD’s service. Because the Shea and Acacia
Projects both involve General Plan Amendments, the Projects would be inconsistent with the growth
assumptions used by WVWD to calculate its future water service obligations (and would have the potential to
exceed WVWD’s service capabilities). The Shea Project’s proposed GPA No. 21-004 would amend the City’s
General Plan Land Use Map to change the land use designations for the Shea Project Site from Multi-Family
High Density Residential (R-MFH) to Light Industrial (I-L). The Acacia Project’s proposed GPA No. 21-005
would amend the City’s General Plan Land Use Map to change the land use designations for the Acacia Project
Site from R-MFH and General Commercial (C-G) to I-L.

Using water demand rates available from Table 5.1 of the WVWD’s Water Master Plan (WVWD, 2012), the
Shea and Acacia Projects would collectively generate an estimated water demand of 60,200 gallons per day
(or 67.43 AFY) using a factor of 2,000 gallons per day per acre over the 30.1 net acre Project sites.

In comparison, under the Project Sites’ existing land use designation of R-MFH (which permits up to 50
dwelling units (du) per acre) and using factors of 200 gallons per capita per day, 1.7 person per residential unit,
and 25.6 acres of the Project Sites having a R-MFH designation, a water demand of 487.48 AFY would be
generated (25.6 acres x 50 units per acre = 1,280 units x 1.7 people per unit = 2,176 people x 200 gallons per
capita = 435,200 gallons/day (or 487.48 AFY). Additionally, the approximately 4.5 acre of C-G designated
land on the Acacia Project Site using a factor of 3,500 gallons per day per acre would generate a demand of
15,750 gallons per day (or 17.64 AFY). Thus, in total, water demand estimates for the Project Sites considering
their existing land use designations are 505.12 AFY (487.48 + 17.64), compared to the proposed Project’s
estimated water demand of 67.43 AFY. Implementation of the proposed Projects would therefore reduce water
demand planned for the Project Sites by 437.69 AFY (505.12 — 67.43). Because the Projects would reduce
water demand well below the amount planned for by WVWD, sufficient water supplies would be available to
service the Projects in the reasonably foreseeable future.

Refer to the 2015 San Bernardino Valley Regional Urban Water Management Plan (RUWMP) for information
about water supply sources, which is herein incorporated by reference and available for public review during
business hours at the WVWD, 855 W. Baseline, Rialto, California 92377, and at the website address listed in
Section 7.0, References, of this EIR.As discussed in the 2015 San Bernardino Valley Regional UWMP, the
WVWD has adequate water supplies to meet its current and expected future water service demands until at
least 2040 — with a minimum excess supply of 10,151 acre-feet of water per year — under normal, historic
single-dry and historic multiple-dry year conditions (WSC, 2017, Tables 11-20, 11-21, and 11-22).
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Threshold c:  Would the Project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Wastewater generated by the Project would be treated at IEUA’s RP-4 wastewater treatment plants. Under
existing conditions, RP-4 has an excess treatment capacity of approximately 4 million gallons per day, while
Project operations are conservatively estimated to generate approximately 60,200 of wastewater per day. (The
Project’s wastewater demand mirrors the water demand for Project operations and is conservative because
Project operations include water use for landscape irrigation, which does not flow into the sewer system or
require wastewater treatment.) Accordingly, implementation of the Project would utilize approximately 1.5%
of the excess treatment capacity at RP-4. Accordingly, RP-4 has sufficient excess capacity to treat wastewater
generated by the Project in addition to existing commitments. Implementation of the Project would not create
the need for any new or expanded wastewater facility. Because there is adequate capacity at existing treatment
facilities to serve Project demands, impacts would be less than significant and mitigation is not required.

Threshold d: Would the Project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of
the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals?

The Project would be required to comply with mandatory waste reduction requirements of the California
Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939), the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991
(Cal Pub Res. Code Section 42911), and Chapter 24 (Solid Waste) of the City of Fontana Municipal Code.
Notwithstanding, construction and operation of the Project would result in the generation of solid waste
requiring disposal at a landfill.

A. Construction-Related Landfill Disposal

During construction of the Projects, a small amount of demolition material would be generated from removal
of the one residential structure and shed located on the Shea Project Site. Waste also would be generated by
the construction process on each Project Site, primarily comprising discarded materials and packaging. Based
on the proposed building sizes of 199,999 s.f. on the Shea Project Site and 88,746 s.f. (Building 1) and 296,297
s.f. (Building 2) on the Acacia Project Site (585,042 s.f. of total building space), and using a construction waste
generation factor of 4.34 pounds per square foot (EPA, 2009, p. 10), approximately 1,269.5 tons of waste
would be generated over the course of Project construction ([585,042 sq. ft. x 4.34 Ibs/sg. ft] + 2,000 Ibs/ton
= 1,269.5 tons). AB 939 requires that a minimum of 50% of all solid waste be diverted from landfills (by
recycling, reusing, and other waste reduction strategies) consistent with the State’s solid waste reduction goals;
therefore, the Project is estimated to generate up to 634.7 tons of construction waste requiring disposal at a
landfill.

The Projects’ construction, should both Projects be constructed simultaneously, would occur over a period of
approximately 13 months (395 days), which corresponds to approximately 1.6 tons of construction waste being
generated per day of construction activity. (If the Projects were constructed sequentially, less construction
waste per day would be produced.) As of 2019, the Mid-Valley Landfill’s peak daily disposal was 5,330 tons,
which represents 71% of the maximum daily capacity with 29% capacity available. The Project’s estimated
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construction-related generated waste represents approximately 0.02% ([1.6 tons + 7,500 tons] x 100 = ~
0.04%) of Mid-Valley Landfill’s maximum daily capacity. Thus, the small volume of solid waste generated
during Project construction (1.6 tons per day) would neither exceed State or local disposal standards nor exceed
the local infrastructure capacity to handle the waste disposal; therefore, impacts to landfill capacity associated
with near-term Project construction activities would be less than significant.

B. Operational-Related Landfill Disposal

Based on a daily waste generation factor of 1.42 pounds of waste per 100 square feet of commerce center
building area (CalRecycle, 2022), long-term operation of the Projects would generate approximately 4.15 tons
of solid waste per day ([585,042 sq. ft. x 1.42 Ibs/ 100 sq. ft] + 2,000 Ibs/ton = 4.15 tons). A minimum of 50%
of all solid waste would be required to be recycled pursuant to AB 939, consistent with the State’s solid waste
reduction goals; therefore, Project operation would generate up to approximately 2.07 tons per day of solid
waste requiring disposal at a landfill. As of February 2019, the Mid-Valley Landfill’s peak daily disposal was
5,330 tons, which represents 71% of the maximum daily capacity with 29% capacity available. The projected
estimated operation-related generated waste represents approximately 0.03% ([2.07 tons + 7,500 tons] x 100
=~ 0.03%) of Mid-Valley Landfill’s maximum daily capacity. Thus, the small volume of solid waste expected
to be generated during Project operation (1.6 tons per day) would neither exceed State or local disposal
standards nor exceed the local infrastructure capacity to handle the waste disposal; therefore, impacts to landfill
capacity associated with long-term Project operational activities would be less than significant.

Threshold e:  Would the Project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

The California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939), signed into law in 1989, established an integrated
waste management system that focused on source reduction, recycling, composting, and land disposal of waste.
In addition, the bill established a 50% waste reduction requirement for cities and counties by the year 2000,
along with a process to ensure environmentally safe disposal of waste that could not be diverted.

In order to assist the City of Fontana in achieving the mandated goals of the Integrated Waste Management
Act, and pursuant to City of Fontana Municipal Code Chapter 24, the Shea and Acacia Project’s building
occupant(s) would be required to work with future refuse haulers to develop and implement feasible waste
reduction programs, including source reduction, recycling, and composting. Additionally, in accordance with
the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991 (Cal Pub Res. Code Section 42911), the Shea
and Acacia Projects are required to provide adequate areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials
where solid waste is collected. The collection areas are required to be shown on construction drawings and be
in place before occupancy permits are issued. (CA Legislative Info, n.d.) Further, in compliance with AB 341
(Mandatory Commercial Recycling Program), the future occupant(s) of the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects
would be required to arrange for recycling services, if the occupant generates four (4) or more cubic yards of
solid waste per week (CA Legislative Info, n.d.). The implementation of these mandatory requirements would
reduce the amount of solid waste generated by the Shea and Acacia Projects and diverted to landfills, which in
turn will aid in the extension of the life of affected disposal sites. The Shea and Acacia Projects would be
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required to comply with all applicable solid waste statutes and regulations; as such, impacts related to solid
waste statutes and regulations would be less than significant.
4.19.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

The Shea and Acacia Projects would require water, wastewater, and stormwater drainage services and
infrastructure, as well as solid waste disposal during construction and operation of the Projects. Development
of public utility infrastructure is part of an extensive planning process involving utility providers and
jurisdictions with ministerial and discretionary review authority. The coordination process associated with the
preparation of infrastructure plans is intended to ensure that adequate public utility services and resources are
available to serve both individual development projects and cumulative growth in the region. Each individual
development project is subject to review for utility capacity to avoid unanticipated interruptions in service or
inadequate supplies. Because the comprehensive utility and service planning and coordination activities
described above would ensure that new development projects do not disrupt or degrade the provision of utility
services, cumulatively considerable impacts to utilities and service systems would not occur.

4.19.6 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION

Threshold a: Construction of New Facilities
Shea Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The physical environmental effects associated with
installing the Shea Project’s water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, and dry utility infrastructure is

evaluated throughout this EIR and no adverse impacts specific to the provision utilities services have
been identified.

Acacia Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The physical environmental effects associated with
installing the Acacia Project’s water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, and dry utility infrastructure is
evaluated throughout this EIR and no adverse impacts specific to the provision utilities services have
been identified.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Less-than-Significant Impact. The physical environmental effects
associated with installing both the Shea and Acacia Project’s water, wastewater, stormwater drainage,
and dry utility infrastructure is evaluated throughout this EIR and no adverse impacts specific to the
provision utilities services have been identified.

Threshold b: Water Supplies

Shea Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The WVWD is expected to have sufficient water supplies
to service the Shea Project. The Shea Project would not exceed the WVWD’s available supply of
water during normal years, single-dry years, or multiple-dry years.

Acacia Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The WVWD is expected to have sufficient water
supplies to service the Acacia Project. The Acacia Project would not exceed the WVWD’s available
supply of water during normal years, single-dry years, or multiple-dry years.
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Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Less-than-Significant Impact. The WVWD is expected to have
sufficient water supplies to service both the Shea and Acacia Projects. The combined Shea and Acacia
Projects would not exceed the WVWD’s available supply of water during normal years, single-dry
years, or multiple-dry years.

Threshold c:Wastewater Treatment Capacity

Shea Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The IEUA would provide wastewater treatment services
to the Shea Project site via RP-4. These facilities have adequate capacity to service the Shea Project
and no new or expanded facilities would be needed.

Acacia Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The IEUA would provide wastewater treatment services
to the Acacia Project site via RP-4. These facilities have adequate capacity to service the Acacia Project
and no new or expanded facilities would be needed.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Less-than-Significant Impact. The IEUA would provide
wastewater treatment services to the both the Shea and Acacia Project Sites via RP-4. These facilities
have adequate capacity to service both the Shea and Acacia Projects and no new or expanded facilities
would be needed.

Threshold d: Solid Waste Disposal

Shea Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. There is adequate capacity available at the Mid Valley
Landfill to accept the Shea Project’s solid waste during both construction and long-term operation. The
Shea Project would not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure to handle the waste.

Acacia Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. There is adequate capacity available at the Mid Valley
Landfill to accept the Acacia Project’s solid waste during both construction and long-term operation.
The Acacia Project would not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards or in excess of
the capacity of local infrastructure to handle the waste.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Less-than-Significant Impact. There is adequate capacity
available at the Mid Valley Landfill to accept both the Shea and Acacia Project’s solid waste during
both construction and long-term operation. The combined Shea and Acacia Projects would not generate
solid waste in excess of State or local standards or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure to
handle the waste.

Threshold e: Waste Reduction Regulatory Compliance

Shea Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The Shea Project would comply with all applicable solid
waste statutes and regulations; as such, impacts related to solid waste statutes and regulations would
be less-than-significant.
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Acacia Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The Acacia Project would comply with all applicable
solid waste statutes and regulations; as such, impacts related to solid waste statutes and regulations
would be less-than-significant.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Less-than-Significant Impact. Shea and Acacia Projects would
comply with all applicable solid waste statutes and regulations; as such, impacts related to solid waste
statutes and regulations would be less-than-significant.

4.19.7 MITIGATION

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation is not required.
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4.20 WILDFIRE

The following analysis is based on information obtained in part from the Fontana Local Hazard Mitigation
Plan (Fontana, 2018c) and data available from the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
(CalFire, 2022). Refer to Section 7.0, References, for a complete list of reference sources.

4.20.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

A. Fire Hazard Classification

According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire) Fire Hazard Severity Zone
(FHSZ) Viewer, the northern portion of the City of Fontana including the Shea and Acacia Project Sites and
areas surrounding the Project Sites are classified as “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ).”
(CalFire, 2022) Although the properties are located in an urbanized setting there are undeveloped properties,
including the Project Sites, that are scattered around the area and prone to fire risk.

According to the City of Fontana Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), there are three factors that contribute
to wildfire behavior — topography, weather, and fuel, which are discussed below (Fontana, 2018c, p. 46).

B. Topography

The topography of the She and Acacia Project Sites is flat and gently sloping. The rate of wildlife is fastest in
steep areas and slowest in flat areas (Fontana, 2017, p. 46).

C. Climate

Throughout southern California, climate has a large influence on fire risk. The Inland Empire area of southern
California in which the Project Sites are located typically have warm, dry summers and cool, wet winters.
Fires are of concern in the region during summer and fall, before the rainy period, especially during dry Santa
Ana wind events. The Fontana LHMP discloses that the City of Fontana has experienced extreme weather,
such as high winds, high temperatures and low humidity, which can and has led to volatile and dangerous
wildfire activity (Fontana, 2018c, p. 46). Santa Ana events can occur anytime of the year; they generally occur
during the autumn months, although also have occurred in the spring and summer. Santa Ana winds may gust
up to 75 miles per hour (mph) or higher. This phenomenon markedly increases the wildfire danger and
intensity by drying out and preheating vegetation as well as accelerating oxygen supply, and thereby, making
possible the burning of fuels that otherwise might not burn under cooler, moister conditions.

D. Fuel (Vegetation)

The Shea and Acacia Project Sites have been previously grubbed and under existing conditions contain areas
of unvegetated bare ground, rock, and vegetation consisting of mature alluvial fan with chaparral components.
Refer to EIR Subsection 4.4, Biological Resources, for a more detailed discussion of the Shea and Acacia
Project Sites’ existing biological setting.

Surrounding the Project Sites, the area is transitioning to a fully developed community with limited non-
irrigated vegetative fuel. North of the Acacia Project Site is Duncan Canyon Road and north of the road is a
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developed residential community. A Southern California Edison (SCE) easement parallels the east side of the
Project Sites that is routinely maintained by SCE. East of the easement is a single-family home residential
community. Sierra Avenue runs along the west side of the Project Sites and previously undeveloped land to
the west of Sierra Avenue is under development as a residential community. Undeveloped properties in the
immediate vicinity are limited to a parcel at the southeast corner of Sierra Avenue and Duncan Canyon Road
and property immediately south of the Shea Project Site, beyond which to the south are developed commerce
center buildings.

E. Fire History

According to the California Wildfire History Map, no wildfires have occurred on the Shea or Acacia Project
Sites or immediately surrounding properties for several decades. Three wildfires are in CalFire’s database that
effected the Project Sites in the past, when the surrounding area was less developed than it is today. The first
wildfire, named FDP #49, occurred on both the Shea and Acacia Project Sites and other properties to the
southwest and northeast in 1967 and had an unknown cause. The second wildfire, named County Roads #15,
occurred on the Acacia Project Site and to the east and north in 1967 and had an unknown cause. The third
wildfire, named Sierra Series, occurred east of Sierra Avenue to approximately Locust Avenue roughly
between present-day Casmalia Street on the south and North Riverside Drive on the north, including on both
the Shea and Acacia Project Sites in 1979 and had an unknown cause. Another small unnamed wildfire
occurred in 1969, not on the Shea and Acacia Project Sites, but just to the west on the opposite side of Sierra
Avenue on the property currently being developed as residential, which had an unknown cause. (CalFire,
2021). Wildfires that have occurred more recently are located well north, northeast, and northwest of the
Project Sites and have not spotted fire onto the Project Sites.

F. Fire Risk

Wildland fires are a common hazard in most of southern California. Native landscapes can become highly
flammable each fall and the climate of southern California has been characterized by fire climatologists as the
worst fire climate in the United States with high winds (Santa Ana) occurring in the autumn after a summer
drought period. (EOS, 2004) The southern California landscape in the region containing the Project Sites
include a diverse range of plant communities, including grasslands, shrublands, and forests like those found in
the hilly and mountainous areas located northwest and northeast of the Project Sites including in the Angeles
National Forest, located approximately 9.6 miles northwest of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites and the San
Bernardino National Forest located approximately 25.9 miles east of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites. Given
the region’s fire history, it can be anticipated that periodic wildfires may occur in the region. However, given
the mostly developed nature of the properties surrounding the Project Sites and the absence of any wildfire
occurrences on or adjacent to the Project Sites in the last 40+ years, the risk of a spreading wildlife occurring
on or in the immediate vicinity of the Shea or Acacia Project Sites is low.

Lead Agency: City of Fontana SCH No. 2022030544
Page 4.20-2



B SsierraBusiness Center
.D Environmental Impact Report 4.20 Wildfire

4.20.2 REGULATORY SETTING

A. Federal Plans, Policies, and Requlations

1. Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003

On August 22, 2002, President Bush established the Healthy Forests Initiative, directing the Departments of
Agriculture and the Interior, and the Council on Environmental Quality, to improve regulatory processes to
ensure more timely decisions, greater efficiency, and better results in reducing the risk of catastrophic wildland
fires. On June 5, 2003, the Departments of Agriculture and the Interior adopted two new categorical exclusions
from documentation in an environmental assessment or environmental impact statement (EIS): an exclusion
for hazardous-fuel reduction and another for rehabilitation of resources and infrastructure damaged by wildfire
(68 FR 33814). (DOI, n.d.)

B. State Plans, Policies, and Regulations
1. Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 4290-4299

These sections establish minimum statewide fire safety provisions pertaining to: roads for fire equipment
access; signs identifying streets, roads, and buildings; minimum private water supply reserves for emergency
fire use; and fire fuel breaks and greenbelts. With certain exceptions, all new construction after July 1, 1991,
in potential wildland fire areas, is required to meet these statewide standards. The state requirements, however,
do not supersede more restrictive local regulations. (CA Legislative Info, n.d.)

As defined by CalFire, wildland areas defined as State Responsibility Areas (SRAs) may contain substantial
wildfire risks and hazards. They consist of lands exclusive of cities, and federal lands regardless of ownership.
The primary financial responsibility for preventing and suppressing fires within wildlands belongs to the State
of California. However, it is not the State of California’s responsibility to provide fire protection services to
buildings or structures located within the wildlands unless CalFire has entered into a cooperative agreement
with a local agency for those purposes pursuant to PRC Section 4142. As such, wildland areas require
disclosure of these fire hazards in real estate transactions, and owners of properties in wildland areas are subject
to PRC Section 4291 maintenance requirements. The law requires CalFire every five years (1991, 1996, 2001,
etc.) to provide maps identifying the boundaries of lands classified as SRAs to the Riverside County Assessor.
(CA Legislative Info, n.d.)

2. PRC Section 4213 — Fire Prevention Fees

Pursuant to PRC Section 4213, in July of 2011, the State of California began assessing an annual “Fire
Prevention Fee” for all habitable structures within SRAs to pay for fire prevention services. SRAs are the
portions of California where the State of California is financially responsible for the prevention and
suppression of wildfires. The SRA does not include lands within incorporated city boundaries, Tribal or
federally owned land. As a result of AB 398, California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, the fire
prevention fee was suspended as of July 1, 2017. (CA Legislative Info, n.d.)
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3. California Government Code (CGC) Section 51178 and 51182

The Director of CalFire, in cooperation with local fire authorities, shall identify areas that are Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ) in Local Responsibility Areas (LRAs), based on consistent Statewide
criteria, and the expected severity of fire hazard. Per California Government Code (CGC) § 51178, a local
agency may, at its discretion, exclude from the requirements of 8 51182 an area within its jurisdiction that has
been identified as a VHFHSZ, if it provides substantial evidence in the record that the requirements of § 51182
are not necessary for effective fire protection within the area. Alternatively, local agencies may include areas
not identified as VHFHSZ by CalFire, following a finding supported by substantial evidence in the record that
the requirements of § 51182 are necessary for effective fire protection within the new area. According to
§ 51182, such changes made by a local agency shall be final, and shall not be rebuttable by CalFire. (CA
Legislative Info, n.d.; CA Legislative Info, n.d.)

4, California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 14 — Natural Resources

These regulations constitute the basic wildland fire protection standards of the California Board of Forestry.
They were prepared and adopted to establish minimum wildfire protection standards in conjunction with
building, construction, and development within SRAs. Among other things, Title 14 requires the design, and
construction of structures, subdivisions, and developments in an SRA provide for basic emergency access and
perimeter wildfire protection measures (fire fuel modification zones, etc.). (Westlaw, n.d.)

5. CCR Title 24, Parts 2 and 9 — Fire Codes

Part 2 of Title 24 of the CCR refers to the California Building Code, which contains complete regulations and
general construction building standards of state adopting agencies, including administrative, fire and life
safety, and field inspection provisions. Part 2 was updated in 2008 to reflect changes in the base document
from the Uniform Building Code to the International Building Code. Part 9 refers to the California Fire Code,
which contains other fire safety-related building standards. In particular, Chapter 7A, “Materials and
Construction Methods for Exterior Wildfire Exposure,” in the 2010 California Building Code addresses fire
safety standards for new construction. In addition, Section 701A.3.2, “New Buildings Located in Any Fire
Hazard Severity Zone,” states: (BSC, n.d.)

“New buildings located in any Fire Hazard Severity Zone within State Responsibility Areas, any Local
Agency Very-High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, or any Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Area designated
by the enforcing agency for which an application for a building permit is submitted on or after January
1, 2008, shall comply with all sections of this chapter.”

Additionally, Chapter 49 specifies fuel modification requirements for wildland-urban interface areas that are
prone to fire hazards (BSC, n.d.).
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C. Local Plans, Policies, and Regulations
1. City of Fontana Municipal Code Article XV — California Fire Code

The City of Fontana’s Municipal Code Article XV adopts the California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 9,
based on the International Fire Code. The International Fire Code contains regulations to safeguard life and
property from fires and explosion hazards. Topics include general precautions, emergency planning and
preparedness, fire department access and water supplies, automatic sprinkler systems, special hazards, and the
storage and use of hazardous materials.

2. Fontana Municipal Code, Fire Hazard Overlay District

Division 8, Section 30-656 of the Fontana Zoning and Development Code regulates new development in very
high fire hazard areas. The fire hazard overlay district was created to provide greater public safety to City
residents and structures in areas prone to wildfires by establishing development standards for these areas.
Standards pertain to emergency access, construction practices, and fuel modification where necessary
(Fontana, 2021b).

3. City of Fontana Local Hazard Mitigation Plan

The City of Fontana’s Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) is a plan that the City reviews, monitors, and
updates approximately every five years to reflect changing conditions and new information regarding hazards
faced by the City of Fontana. The most current version is dated June 2017 and was approved and adopted by
the Fontana City Council on August 14, 2018 (Fontana, 2018c). The LHMP addresses hazards associated with
earthquakes, wind surges, wildfire, landslides, floods, terrorism, climate change and droughts being significant
hazards to the City of Fontana. The LHMP includes mitigation measures to address wildfire concerns on a
community-wide level. The LHMP mitigation measures include: improvement of public education programs,
maintaining and improving access to fire prone areas, continuing weed abatement and fuel management in
open space areas and urban/wildland interface areas, and repairing/replanting vegetation on slopes after fire to
minimize landslide risk.

4. Fontana Fire Protection District Strategic Plan

The Fontana Fire District's Strategic Plan is an extension of the Safety Element of the City of Fontana's General
Plan. The General Plan outlines broad goals in identifying and mitigating risks associated with fires and the
Strategic Plan specifically shows how the Fire District intends to accomplish those goals and to prevent
emergencies from occurring. The Plan addresses Fire District operations, administration, and fire prevention
covering topics including but not limited to fire suppression, emergency medical response, disaster
preparedness, and requirements for annual fire safety inspections. (Fontana, 2018d)

4.20.3 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds listed below are derived directly from the City of Fontana’s Local Guidelines for Implementing
the California Environmental Quality Act and address the typical, adverse effects related to wildfire that could
result from development projects. The Project would result in a significant impact associated with wildfire if
the Project or any Project-related component would:
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a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan;

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire;

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result

in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment;

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

4.20.4 IMPACT ANALYSIS

Threshold a: Would the Project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

The Shea and Acacia Project Sites do not contain any emergency facilities nor are they physically part of an
emergency evacuation route. As part of the discretionary review process, the City reviewed the Shea and
Acacia Project’s application materials to ensure that appropriate emergency ingress and egress would be
available to and from the Shea and Acacia Project Sites and that circulation on the Shea and Acacia Project
Sites would be adequate for emergency vehicles. The development of the Shea and Acacia Projects as proposed
would introduce driveway access points at Sierra Avenue and Duncan Canyon Road, with right turns only in
and out of the Sierra Avenue driveways due to the planned raised center median. In the event of a wildfire
emergency, emergency personnel are trained to direct vehicle traffic along the street system and designated
evacuation routes to ensure safe and efficient evacuations. There are no components of the Shea or Acacia
project that would substantially impair an emergency response plan.

Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects would not impair implementation of
or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan, and impacts
would be less than significant.

Threshold b:  Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, would the Project
thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

As previously indicated, according to the CalFire FHSZ Viewer, the Shea and Acacia Project Sites and areas
surrounding the Shea and Acacia Project Sites are classified as VHFHSZ (CalFire, 2022). The areas
surrounding the Shea and Acacia Project Sites are transitioning to fully developed communities with limited
non-irrigated vegetative fuel. North of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites is Duncan Canyon Road and a
developed residential community. East of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites an easement owned and routinely
maintained by SCE. West of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites is Sierra Avenue and further west is a previously
undeveloped property that is currently under construction as a residential community. Two undeveloped
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properties are located around the Shea and Acacia Project Sites, one at the southeast corner of Duncan Canyon
Road and one immediately south of the Shea Project Site. The development of the Shea and Acacia Project
Sites as proposed would reduce the risk of wildfire by transforming the undeveloped properties into developed
properties complete with irrigated landscaping, paving, and fire sprinkler systems in the buildings. Impacts
would be less than significant.

The City’s LHMP (2017) reported that the type of development that the City anticipated within the FHSZ is
predominately residential, both single family dwellings (tract houses) and multiple family dwellings such as
apartments and condominiums. The LHMP acknowledges that this creates a greater potential impact because
residential structures are the least fire resistive in their construction and the population groups that inhabit them
are the least prepared to evacuate in a large-scale wildfire event. (Fontana, 2017, p. 58) In comparison, the
Shea and Acacia Project Applicants are proposing General Plan Amendments and Zone Changes to redesignate
the properties from planned high density housing and some commercial use to light industrial designations to
allow for construction of the commerce center buildings that are proposed. The commerce center buildings
are proposed to be constructed with concrete tilt-up walls, and concrete is very fire prone compared to what
would occur if the She Project Site was developed with high density housing and the Acacia Project Site was
developed with high density housing and commercial uses. As such, the proposed Projects would reduce fire
risk on the Shea Project Site and Acacia Project site compared to what was anticipated in the City’s LHMP.
Due to the Project Site’s location in context to surrounding development and property to the west under
development, and the Project’s construction type of commerce center buildings with concrete tilt-up
construction that would be built in compliance with all applicable Building and Fire Codes and include irrigated
landscaping and fire protection systems and interior sprinkler systems, there is no reasonable potential that the
Projects would expose the Project Sites’ occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.

Threshold c:  Would the Project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such
as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

The Shea Project entails the construction and operation of a single concrete tilt-up dock high commerce center
building (type I11-B) with up to 199,999 square feet (s.f). The Acacia Project entails the construction and
operation of two concrete tilt-up dock high commerce center buildings (type I111-B). Building 1 would be a
maximum of 296,297 s.f. and Building 2 would be a maximum of 88,746 s.f. (for a collective total of 385,043
s.f. of total building area at full buildout). Associated site improvements for both the Shea and Acacia Projects
would include drive aisles, irrigated landscaping, utility infrastructure, exterior lighting, and signage. No
components of either the Shea or Acacia Project would trigger the installation or maintenance of offsite
infrastructure or wildfire management features that could result in exacerbated fire risks. Less than significant
impacts would occur.
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Threshold d:  Would the Project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes?

Should the Shea and/or Acacia Project Sites ever be affected by wildfire, there is no potential that the Project
Sites could affect other properties by induced flooding, slope instability, or landslides. Under existing and
proposed conditions, the Shea and Acacia Project Sites exhibit little topographic variation, and development
on the Shea and Acacia Project Sites as proposed would not involve any uses containing natural vegetation or
other features subject to wildland fire hazards that could cause flooding or landslides.

The areas surrounding the Shea and Acacia Project Sites are transitioning to fully developed communities.
North of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites is Duncan Canyon Road and a developed residential community.
East of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites an easement owned and routinely maintained by SCE beyond which
is a solid wall and beyond the wall is a fully developed community in the City of Rialto. West of the Shea and
Acacia Project Sites is Sierra Avenue and further west is a previously undeveloped property that is currently
under construction as a residential community. Two undeveloped properties are located around the Shea and
Acacia Project Sites, one at the southeast corner of Duncan Canyon Road and one immediately south of the
Shea Project Site. Both of these properties are flat and there is no reasonable possibility that in the remote
event of a wildfire on the Sites, that these properties would be impacted by flooding, landslides, or instability
due to the flat nature of the topography, developed condition of other surrounding properties, and the presence
of an installed stormwater drainage system in the area. The development of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites
as proposed would reduce the risk of wildfire by transforming the undeveloped properties into developed
properties complete with irrigated landscaping, paving, and fire sprinkler systems in the buildings. As a result,
fire risk on surrounding properties would be reduced and impacts would be less than significant.

4.20.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

The Shea and Acacia Project Sites do not contain any emergency facilities nor do they serve as an emergency
evacuation route, and the Shea and Acacia Projects would not serve as an evacuation route under long-term
conditions. During construction and at Shea and Acacia Project build-out, the proposed Shea and Acacia
Projects would be required to maintain adequate access for emergency vehicles. Other cumulative
developments similarly would be required to accommodate emergency access and facilities. As such,
cumulatively-considerable impacts would be less than significant.

The Shea and Acacia Projects entail the development of two properties located in an area that is transitioning
to a fully developed community with limited non-irrigated vegetative fuel. The development of the Shea and
Acacia Project Sites as proposed would reduce the risk of wildfire by transforming the undeveloped properties
into developed properties complete with irrigated landscaping, paving, and fire sprinkler systems in the
buildings. As such, cumulatively-considerable impacts would be less than significant.

The Shea and Acacia Projects propose to develop commerce center buildings with associated site
improvements. No components of either the Shea or Acacia Project would trigger the installation or

Lead Agency: City of Fontana SCH No. 2022030544
Page 4.20-8




B SsierraBusiness Center
.D Environmental Impact Report 4.20 Wildfire

maintenance of wildfire management features that could result in exacerbated fire risks. As such, cumulatively-
considerable impacts would be less than significant.

Under existing and proposed conditions, the Project site exhibits little topographic variation, and development
on site as proposed would not involve any uses containing natural vegetation or other features subject to
wildland fire hazards. As such, the Project has no potential to cumulatively contribute to impacts associated
with the exposure of people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Cumulatively-considerable
impacts would not occur.

4.20.6 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION

Threshold a, Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans

Shea Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. During construction and as part of ongoing operations at
the Shea Project Site, the City will require that adequate access for emergency vehicles be maintained.
No emergency routes would be affected by the Project. Accordingly, the Shea Project would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or an emergency
evacuation plan, and impacts would be less than significant.

Acacia Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. During construction and as part of ongoing operations
at the Acacia Project Site, the City will require that adequate access for emergency vehicles be
maintained. No emergency routes would be affected by the Project. Accordingly, the Acacia Project
would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or an emergency evacuation plan, and impacts would be less than significant.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Less-than-Significant Impact. During construction and as part of
ongoing operations at the Shea and Acacia Project Sites, the City will require that adequate access for
emergency vehicles be maintained. No emergency routes would be affected by the combined Projects.
Accordingly, the Projects would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan, and impacts would be less than significant.

Threshold b, Wildfire Pollutant Concentrations and Spread

Shea Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. Due to the developed nature of the surrounding area and
requirements to construct the Shea Project in accord with applicable Building and Fire Codes, there is
no reasonable potential that the Shea Project would expose the Project Sites’ occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.

Acacia Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. Due to the developed nature of the surrounding area and
requirements to construct the Acacia Project in accord with applicable Building and Fire Codes, there
is no reasonable potential that the Acacia Project would expose the Project Sites’ occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.
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Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Less-than-Significant Impact. Due to the developed nature of the
surrounding area and requirements to construct the Shea and Acacia Projects in accord with applicable
Building and Fire Codes, there is no reasonable potential that the combined Projects would expose the
Project Sites’ occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire.

Shea Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The Shea Project proposes the development of a single
commerce center building, no components of which would trigger the installation or maintenance of
wildfire management features that could result in exacerbated fire risks.

Acacia Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. The Acacia Project proposes the development of two
commerce center buildings, no components of which would trigger the installation or maintenance of
wildfire management features that could result in exacerbated fire risks.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Less than Significant Impact. The Shea and Acacia Projects
propose the development of commerce center buildings, no components of which when considered
together would trigger the installation or maintenance of wildfire management features that could result
in exacerbated fire risks.

Threshold d, Indirect Effects from Wildfire

Shea Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. There is no potential that the Shea Project could affect
other properties by induced flooding, slope instability, or landslides. Under existing and proposed
conditions, the Shea Project Site exhibits little topographic variation, and development on the Shea
Project Site as proposed would not involve any uses containing natural vegetation or other features
subject to wildland fire hazards that could cause flooding, landslides, instability, or changes in
downstream drainage patterns.

Acacia Project: Less-than-Significant Impact. There is no potential that the Acacia Project could affect
other properties by induced flooding, slope instability, or landslides. Under existing and proposed
conditions, the Acacia Project Site exhibits little topographic variation, and development on the Shea
Project Site as proposed would not involve any uses containing natural vegetation or other features
subject to wildland fire hazards that could cause flooding, landslides, instability, or changes in
downstream drainage patterns.

Combined Shea and Acacia Projects: Less-than-Significant Impact. There is no potential that the Shea
and Acacia Projects when considered together could affect other properties by induced flooding, slope
instability, or landslides. Under existing and proposed conditions, Project Sites exhibit little
topographic variation, and development on the sites as proposed would not involve any uses containing
natural vegetation or other features subject to wildland fire hazards that could cause flooding,
landslides, instability, or changes in downstream drainage patterns.
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4.20.7 MITIGATION

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation is not required.
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5.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

5.1  SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS
IMPLEMENTED

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR disclose the significant environmental effects of a proposed project
that cannot be reduced to a level of insignificance if the project is implemented and, where impacts cannot be
alleviated without imposing an alternative design, the reasons why the project is being proposed,
notwithstanding its effect, should be described (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(b) & Section 15126.2(c)).
As described in detail in Section 4.0 of this EIR, after the consideration of Shea Project and Acacia Project
design features, compliance with applicable federal, State and local regulations, and the application of the
feasible mitigation measures identified in this EIR, the Shea Project and Acacia Project are expected to result
in the following significant environmental impacts:

Air Quality Threshold a) Significant Unavoidable Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. The
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Air Quality Management Plan relies on General Plan
buildout assumptions for air quality planning. The Shea Project and Acacia Project would require a
change to the properties’ General Plan land use designations and would therefore result in a significant
and unavoidable impact associated with Air Quality Management Plan compliance.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Threshold a) Significant Unavoidable Cumulatively-Considerable Impact.
A majority of the Shea and Acacia Projects’ greenhouse gas emissions would be produced by mobile
sources (vehicle tailpipes). Beyond compliance with the Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards,
California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) and Fontana Ordinance No. 1849 to reduce
area-source and mobile-source emissions, neither the Project Applicants nor the City of Fontana can
substantively or materially affect additional reductions in cumulative greenhouse gas emissions beyond
federal and State regulations. Accordingly, the Projects’ greenhouse gas emissions are a significant
and unavoidable cumulatively-considerable impact for which no feasible mitigation is available.

Land Use Threshold a) Significant Unavoidable Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. The
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Air Quality Management Plan is a plan adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or reducing environmental effects and relies on General Plan buildout
assumptions for air quality planning. The Shea Project and Acacia Project would require a change to
the properties’ General Plan land use designations and would therefore result in a significant and
unavoidable impact associated with Air Quality Management Plan compliance.

Transportation Thresholds a) and b) Significant Unavoidable Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable
Impacts. The Acacia Project and the Shea and Acacia Projects combined are unable to achieve a vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) trip length that is 15 percent or more below the regional average vehicle trip
length based on the Project’s service population. Beyond the Projects’ design features, the presence
of a sidewalk and bike lane along Sierra Avenue, and a planned trail in the adjacent SCE easement,
feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the VMT impact to below significant. The Projects also
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would result in an unavoidable conflict with the Fontana General Plan, Active Transportation Plan,
Objective 1.A because the Acacia Project and the Shea and Acacia Projects combined would generate
VMT that is above the regional baseline.

5.2  SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS WHICH WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE
PROPOSED ACTION SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED

The CEQA Guidelines require EIRs to address any significant irreversible environmental changes that would
be involved in the proposed action should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c)). An
environmental change would fall into this category if: a) the project would involve a large commitment of non-
renewable resources; b) the primary and secondary impacts of the project would generally commit future
generations to similar uses; c) the project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any
potential environmental accidents; or d) the proposed consumption of resources are not justified (e.g., the
project results in the wasteful use of energy).

Determining whether the Shea or Acacia Project may result in significant irreversible environmental changes
requires a determination of whether key non-renewable resources would be degraded or destroyed in such a
way that there would be little possibility of restoring them. Natural resources, in the form of construction
materials and energy resources, would be used in the construction of the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects.
The consumption of these natural resources would represent an irreversible change to the environment.
However, development of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites would have no measurable adverse effect on the
availability of such resources, including resources that may be non-renewable (e.g., construction aggregates,
fossil fuels). Additionally, both the Shea Project and Acacia Project are required by law to comply with the
California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) in effect at the time of building permit issuance, which
will minimize the Shea and Acacia Projects’ demand for energy, including energy produced from non-
renewable sources. A more detailed discussion of Shea and Acacia Project energy consumption is provided in
EIR Subsection 4.5, Energy.

Implementation of the Shea and Acacia Projects would commit the Shea Project Site to a one-building
commerce center facility and the Acacia Project to a two-building commerce center facility. The land use
proposed for both the Shea and Acacia Project Sites is compatible with the existing industrial and commercial
land uses that are located to the south and also compatible with the use of Sierra Avenue (which abuts both the
Shea and Acacia Project Sites on the west) as a City-designated truck route. Accordingly, neither the Shea
Project or Acacia Project and their environmental effects would compel or commit surrounding properties to
land uses other than those that are existing today or those that are planned by the City’s General Plan. Land
uses in the City of Rialto to the east are already built out. For this reason, neither the Shea Project or Acacia
Project would result in a significant, irreversible change to nearby, off-site properties.

EIR Subsection 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, provides an analysis of the potential for hazardous
materials to be transported to/from the Shea and Acacia Project Sites and/or used on the Shea and Acacia
Project Sites during construction and operation. As concluded in Subsection 4.8, mandatory compliance with
federal, State, and local regulations related to hazardous materials handling, storage, and use by all Shea and
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Acacia Project construction contractors (near term) and occupants (long-term) would ensure that any hazardous
materials used on-site would be safely and appropriately handled to preclude any irreversible damage to the
environment that could result if hazardous materials were released from the Shea or Acacia Project Sites.

As discussed in detail under EIR Subsection 4.5, Energy, the Shea and Acacia Projects would not result in a
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. Accordingly, neither the Shea Project or Acacia
Project would result in a significant, irreversible change to the environment related to energy use.

Based on the above, Shea Project and Acacia Project construction and operation would require the commitment
of limited, slowly renewable and non-renewable resources. However, this commitment of resources would not
be substantial and would be consistent with regional and local growth forecasts and development goals for the
area. The loss of such resources would not be highly accelerated when compared to existing conditions, and
such resources would not be used in an inefficient or wasteful manner. Shea and Acacia Project construction
and operation would adhere to the sustainability requirements of Title 24, Green Building Code, and
CALGreen. Therefore, neither the Shea Project or Acacia Project would result in the commitment of large
quantities of natural resources that would result in significant irreversible environmental changes.

5.3  GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

CEQA requires a discussion of the ways in which the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects could be growth
inducing. The CEQA Guidelines identify a project as growth inducing if it would foster economic or population
growth or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d)). New employees and new residential populations represent direct
forms of growth. These direct forms of growth have a secondary effect of expanding the size of local markets
and inducing additional economic activity in the area.

A project could indirectly induce growth at the local level by increasing the demand for additional goods and
services associated with an increase in population or employment and thus reducing or removing the barriers
to growth. This typically occurs in suburban or rural environs where population growth results in increased
demand for service and commodity markets responding to the new population of residents or employees.

According to regional population projections included in SCAG’s Connect SoCal, the City of Fontana’s
population is projected to grow by 75,700 residents between 2016 and 2045 (approximately 0.99 percent
annual growth) (SCAG, 2020). Over this same time period, employment in the City is expected to add 18,400
new jobs (approximately 0.84 percent annual job growth) (ibid). Economic growth would likely take place as
aresult of the Shea and Acacia Project’s operation as commerce center facilities. The Shea and Acacia Project’s
employees (short-term construction and long-term operational) would purchase goods and services in the
region, but any secondary increase in employment associated with meeting these goods and services demands
is expected to be accommodated by existing goods and service providers and, based on the amount of existing
and planned future commercial and retail services available in areas near the Shea and Acacia Project Sites,
would be highly unlikely to result in any unanticipated, adverse physical impacts to the environment. In
addition, the Shea Project and Acacia Project would create jobs, a majority of which would likely be filled by
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residents of the housing units either already built or planned for development within the City Fontana, City of
Rialto, and nearby incorporated and unincorporated areas. Accordingly, because it is anticipated that most of
the Shea and Acacia Project’s future employees would already be living in the City of Fontana or the immediate
surrounding Inland Empire area, the Shea and Acacia Projects’ introduction of new employment opportunities
on the Shea and Acacia Project Sites would not induce substantial growth in the area.

Under CEQA, growth inducement is not considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of little significance
to the environment. Typically, growth-inducing potential of a project would be considered significant if it
fosters growth or a concentration of population in excess of what is assumed in pertinent master plans, land
use plans, or in projections made by regional planning agencies such as SCAG. Significant growth impacts
also could occur if a project provides infrastructure or service capacity to accommodate growth beyond the
levels currently permitted by local or regional plans and policies. In general, growth induced by a project is
considered a significant impact if it directly or indirectly affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public
services, or if it can be demonstrated that the potential growth significantly affects the environment in some
other way.

The area surrounding the Shea and Acacia Project Sites consist of planned commercial development and an
existing residential community to the north, planned and existing commerce enter development to the south, a
public utility corridor then a residential community in the City of Rialto to the east, and undeveloped land to
the west on the west side of Sierra Avenue that is planned as a residential community. Development of the
Shea and Acacia Project Sites are not expected to place short-term development pressure on abutting properties
because these areas are already built-out, have approvals for future development, or have proposals for future
development under review by the City of Fontana.

Based on the foregoing analysis, the Project would not result in substantial, adverse growth-inducing impacts.

5.4  EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT DURING THE INITIAL SCREENING PROCESS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an EIR **...contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons
that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore
not discussed in detail in the EIR.” There were no environmental topic areas that fell into this category. All
possible significant effects of the Shea Project and Acacia project are evaluated in the EIR, Section 4.0.
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a):

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of
the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative
to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives
that will foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to
consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selection of a
range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for
selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the
alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.

As described in detail in Section 4.0 of this EIR, after the consideration of Shea Project and Acacia Project
design features, compliance with applicable federal, State and local regulations, and the application of the
feasible mitigation measures identified in this EIR, the Shea Project and Acacia Projects are expected to result
in the following significant environmental impacts:

Air Quality Threshold a) Significant Unavoidable Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. The
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Air Quality Management Plan relies on General Plan
buildout assumptions for air quality planning. The Shea Project and Acacia Project would require a
change to the properties’ General Plan land use designations and would therefore result in a significant
and unavoidable impact associated with Air Quality Management Plan compliance.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Threshold a) Significant Unavoidable Cumulatively-Considerable Impact.
A majority of the Shea and Acacia Projects’ greenhouse gas emissions would be produced by mobile
sources (vehicle tailpipes). Beyond compliance with the Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards,
California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen), and Fontana Ordinance No. 1849 to reduce
area-source and mobile-source emissions, neither the Project Applicants nor the City of Fontana can
substantively or materially affect reductions in cumulative greenhouse gas emissions beyond federal
and State regulations. Accordingly, the Projects’ greenhouse gas emissions are a significant and
unavoidable cumulatively-considerable impact for which no feasible mitigation is available.

Land Use Threshold a) Significant Unavoidable Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable Impact. The
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Air Quality Management Plan is a plan adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or reducing environmental effects and relies on General Plan buildout
assumptions for air quality planning. The Shea Project and Acacia Project would require a change to
the properties’ General Plan land use designations and would therefore result in a significant and
unavoidable impact associated with Air Quality Management Plan compliance.
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Transportation Thresholds a) and b) Significant Unavoidable Direct and Cumulatively-Considerable
Impacts. The Acacia Project and the Shea and Acacia Projects combined are unable to achieve a vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) trip length that is 15 percent or more below the regional average vehicle trip
length based on the Project’s service population. Beyond the Projects’ design features, the presence
of a sidewalk and bike lane along Sierra Avenue, and a planned trail in the adjacent SCE easement,
feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the VMT impact to below significant. The Projects also
would result in an unavoidable conflict with the Fontana General Plan, Active Transportation Plan,
Objective 1.A because the Projects would generate VMT that is above the regional baseline.

6.1  ALTERNATIVES UNDER CONSIDERATION

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢e) requires that an EIR include an alternative that describes what would
reasonably be expected to occur on the Project Site in the foreseeable future if the Project were not approved,
based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services (i.e., “No Project”
Alternative). For projects that include a revision to an existing land use plan, the “No Project” Alternative may
be the continuation of the existing land use plan into the future. For projects other than a land use plan (for
example, a development project on a specific property), the “No Project” Alternative is considered to be the
circumstance under which the project does not proceed (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(3)(A-B).
Because the Project includes both a land use plan amendment (and change of zone) and a site-specific
development proposal, this EIR includes two “No Project” Alternative analyses: (1) The scenario where the
Project does not proceed and the Project Site remains in its existing condition is evaluated as the “No
Development Alternative,” and (2) The potential scenario where the Project Site is used in accordance with
the City’s existing land use plan (the City of Fontana General Plan) is evaluated as the “No Project
Alternative.”

In compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an EIR must describe “a range of reasonable
alternatives to a project, or to the location of a project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” The EIR
need not consider every conceivable alternative; rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would avoid or substantially lessen
significant effects of the project, even if “these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the
project objectives, or would be more costly” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b)).

The following alternatives are analyzed in this Section:

6.1.1 NoO DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

The No Development Alternative considers no development on either the Shea or Acacia Project Sites beyond
what occurs on the Shea and Acacia Project Sites under existing conditions. Under this Alternative, the
approximately 11.5 gross acre Shea Project Site and the 19.6 gross acre Acacia Project Site would remain
undeveloped with the exception of the one residential structure and a shed that are located in the southwest
corner of the Shea Project Site, which would remain. No roadway frontage improvements would occur to either
Sierra Avenue or Duncan Canyon Road. The Shea and Acacia Project Sites would be subject to routine
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maintenance (i.e. discing) for weed abatement. This Alternative is considered to compare the environmental
effects of the Shea and Acacia Projects with an alternative that would leave both the Shea and Acacia Project
Site in their existing state.

6.1.2 NoO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The No Project Alternative considers development of both the Shea and Acacia Project Sites in accordance
with their existing land use designations of Multi-family High Density Residential (R-MFH) for the Shea
Project Site and R-MFH and General Commercial (C-G) for the Acacia Project Site. The R-MFH land use
designation allows up to 50 dwelling units per acre. The C-G land use designation allows for retail, malls,
wholesale, auto dealerships and offices, including medical offices and clinics, that can serve a broader regional
population. Under this Alternative, the Shea and Acacia Project Sites are assumed to be developed with high
density residential housing and commercial development. Containing approximately 4.5 net acres of C-G
designated property on the Acacia Project Site and 25.6 net acres of R-MMEF property on the Shea and Acacia
Projects combined, this Alternative assumes a 4.5 net acre commercial shopping plaza having 70,000 s.f. of
floor space and 1,280 multi-family residential units with a 70% lot coverage and 55-foot structure height as
permitted by the City’s R-5 Zone. The extent of physical ground disturbance is expected to be the same as
would occur under the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects. This Alternative is considered to compare the
environmental effects of the Shea and Acacia Projects against a development proposal that conforms to the
land use standards and development regulations prescribed by the City of Fontana General Plan and Municipal
Code under the Shea and Acacia Project Sites’ existing land use and zoning designations.

6.1.3 REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 1: SHEA PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

The Reduced Project Alternative 1 considers the development of the Shea Project as proposed and no
development of the Acacia Project. Under this Alternative, the Shea Project Site would be developed with the
proposed one-building commerce center and the Acacia Project Site would remain undeveloped as it is under
existing conditions.

6.1.4 REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 2: ACACIA PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

The Reduced Project Alternative 2 considers the development of the Acacia Project as proposed and no
development of the Shea Project. Under this Alternative, the Acacia Project Site would be developed with the
proposed two-building commerce center and the Shea Project Site would remain undeveloped, with the
exception of the one single-family residence and shed, as it is under existing conditions.

6.2  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED

An EIR is required to identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as
infeasible. Among the factors described by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 in determining whether to
exclude alternatives from detailed consideration in the EIR are: a) failure to meet most of the basic project
objectives, b) infeasibility, or c) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. With respect to the
feasibility of potential alternatives to the Project, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) notes:
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“Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of
alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries...and whether the
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site...”

In determining an appropriate range of alternatives to be evaluated in this EIR, a number of possible
alternatives were initially considered and, for a variety of reasons, rejected. Alternatives were rejected because
either: 1) they could not accomplish the basic objectives of the Project, 2) they would not have resulted in a
reduction of significant adverse environmental impacts, or 3) they were considered infeasible to construct or
operate. A summary of the alternatives that were considered but rejected are described below.

6.2.1 ALTERNATIVE SITES

CEQA does not require that an analysis of alternative sites be included in an EIR. However, if the surrounding
circumstances make it reasonable to consider an alternative site, then an alternative sites analysis should be
considered and analyzed in the EIR. In making the decision to include or exclude an analysis of an alternative
site, the “key question and first step in analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project would
be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need to be considered for inclusion in the
EIR” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)).

The Shea Project Applicant does not own or control any nearby sites where the Project could be reasonably
located.

The Acacia Project Applicant controls a 24.79-acre property located south of Jurupa Hills High School, north
of Santa Ana Avenue, east of Citrus Avenue, and east and west of Oleander Avenue (divided by Oleander) in
south Fontana. While the property is located in south Fontana and could serve as commerce center space, it
would not be feasible to locate the proposed Acacia Project on the property because the property consists of
non-contiguous potential development areas and all of the potential development areas are too small to
accommodate the Acacia Project as proposed. The property south of Jurupa Hills High School is segregated
into three potential development areas, split by a property that contains residential development and also split
by Oleander Avenue. Due to the size and division of potential development areas, none would be large enough
to accommodate the Acacia Project as proposed.

Additionally, development of the Acacia Project at an alternative location would likely result in similar (or
greater) environmental impacts as would occur with implementation of the Acacia Project at the proposed
Acacia Project Site. The Acacia Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts are related primarily to vehicles
traveling to/from the Acacia Project Site and not related to the presence of sensitive resources on the Acacia
Project Site or its location near sensitive receptors. Although the Acacia Project Site is located west of existing
residents in the City of Rialto and south and east of existing and planned residents in the City of Fontana, the
alternative site in south Fontana is located directly south of Jurupa Hills High School and nearby other sensitive
receptors. Vehicle-related impacts are a direct reflection of the Acacia Project’s expected operational
characteristics as a commerce center, regardless of where the Acacia Project is located.
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In light of the foregoing reasons, a more detailed analysis of alternative sites is not warranted.

6.3  ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS

The discussion on the following pages compares the environmental impacts expected from each alternative
considered by the Lead Agency relative to the impacts of the Shea and Acacia Projects. A conclusion is
provided for each topic as to whether the alternative results in one of the following: (1) reduction of elimination
of the Shea and Acacia Project’s impact, (2) a greater impact than would occur under the Shea and Acacia
Projects, (3) the same impact as the Shea and Acacia Projects, or (4) a new impact in addition to the Shea and
Acacia Project’s impacts. Table 6-3, Alternatives to the Project — Comparison of Environmental Impacts, at
the end of this section compares the impacts of the alternatives against those of the Shea and Acacia Projects
and identifies the ability of the alternative to meet the basic objectives of the Project. As previously listed in
EIR Section 3.0, the Shea and Acacia Project’s basic objectives are:

1. To expand economic development and facilitate job creation in the City of Fontana by establishing a
new industrial development area adjacent to or near an already-established industrial area.

2. To attract employment-generating businesses to the City of Fontana to reduce the need for members
of the local workforce to commute outside the area for employment.

3. To develop Class A speculative light industrial buildings that are designed to meet contemporary
industry standards and maximize economic competitiveness with similar industrial buildings in the
local area and region.

4. To develop industrial buildings with loading bays in close proximity to designated truck routes and the
State highway system to avoid or shorten heavy truck-trip lengths on City and regional roads.

5. To attract businesses that can expedite the delivery of goods to consumers and businesses in the City
of Fontana and beyond.

6. To develop projects that have architectural design and operational characteristics that complement
other existing and planned buildings in the immediate vicinity of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites and
minimize conflicts with other nearby land uses.

6.3.1 NoO DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

The No Development Alternative allows decision-makers to compare the environmental impacts of approving
the Shea and Acacia Projects to the environmental impacts that would occur if the Shea and Acacia Project
Sites were left in their existing conditions for the foreseeable future. Under existing conditions, the Shea and
Acacia Project Sites are undeveloped with the exception of one single-family residence and a shed in the
southwest corner of the Shea Project Site. Refer to the description of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites’ existing
physical conditions in Section 2.0 of this EIR.
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A. Aesthetics

The No Development Alternative would leave the Shea and Acacia Project Sites in their existing condition.
As such, the 11.5 gross acre Shea Project Site and the 19.6 gross acre Acacia Project Site would remain
undeveloped lands, with the exception of the single-family residence and shed located on the Shea Project Site.
Thus, the Shea and Acacia Project’s less than significant impacts to scenic vistas would be avoided under this
alternative. The Shea and Acacia Project Sites are not visible from any officially-designated scenic highways;
thus, impacts to scenic highways would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Shea and Acacia
Projects. Although the Shea and Acacia Projects would result in less than significant light and glare impacts,
no new lighting sources or sources of potential glare would occur on site under the No Development
Alternative; thus, impacts associated with light and glare would be reduced in comparison to the proposed
Shea and Acacia Projects.

B. Agriculture and Forest Resources

The No Development Alternative would leave the Shea and Acacia Project Sites in their existing condition.
Under existing conditions, the Shea and Acacia Project Sites are classified by the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program (FMMP) as “Grazing Land” and there are no portions of the Shea and Acacia Project
Sites mapped as containing Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or
Farmland of Local Importance. Accordingly, impacts to FMMP-designated Farmland would not occur under
either the Shea and Acacia Projects or the No Development Alternative, and the level of impact would be the
same. There are no lands surrounding the Shea and Acacia Project Sites that are zoned for agricultural use;
thus, neither the Shea and Acacia Projects nor the No Development Alternative would result in a conflict with
agricultural zoning, and the level of impact would be similar. Additionally, the Shea and Acacia Project Sites
are not utilized for agricultural production, are not located within any agricultural preserves, and are not subject
to a Williamson Act Contract. As such, neither the Shea and Acacia Projects nor the No Development
Alternative would result in a conflict with existing agricultural uses, agricultural preserves, or lands subject to
a Williamson Act Contract; therefore, impacts would not occur and the level of impact would be similar. The
Shea and Acacia Project Sites and surrounding areas are not zoned for forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g)). As such, neither
the Shea and Acacia Projects nor the No Development Alternative would result in impacts to forestry resources,
and impacts would be the same.

C. Air Quality

The No Development Alternative would not involve construction activities and would generate no
construction-related air pollutant emissions. Although the Shea and Acacia Projects would result in a less than
significant air quality impact from construction activities, the No Development Alternative would avoid all
construction-related air quality impacts.

The Shea and Acacia Project Sites are undeveloped, with the exception of one single-family residence and a
shed located in the southwest corner of the Shea Project Site. Nominal amounts of air pollution associated with
typical residential uses and routine property maintenance activities (e.g., mowing/discing) are produced at the
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Shea and Acacia Project Sites. The No Development Alternative would leave the Shea and Acacia Project
Sites in their existing condition and would retain these uses (and less than significant amounts of air pollution).
Although the Shea and Acacia Projects would result in a less than significant air quality impact from
operational activities, the No Development Alternative would avoid all construction-related air quality
impacts.

D. Biological Resources

The No Development Alternative would leave the Shea and Acacia Project Sites in their existing condition,
which includes undeveloped land containing unvegetated bare ground, rock, disturbed non-sensitive
vegetation, and sensitive vegetation consisting of California buckwheat scrub, disturbed California buckwheat
scrub, California buckwheat scrub with scattered chamise chaparral, chamise chaparral, and holly-leaved
cherry stand. One sensitive plant species, Parry’s spineflower, is present in small numbers on the Shea Project
Site (87 plants) and in larger numbers on the Acacia Project Site (1,396 plants), which would remain
undisturbed. Also to be left undisturbed on the site would be common wildlife species, and sensitive animal
species including but not limited to coast horned lizard, coastal whiptail, and Los Angeles pocket mouse. No
grading would occur under this Alternative and there would be no potential impacts to biological resources.
Implementation of the No Development Alternative would avoid impacts to biological resource associated
with the Shea and Acacia Projects and would require no mitigation.

E. Cultural Resources

The No Development Alternative would leave the Shea and Acacia Project Sites in their existing condition;
no grading would occur under this Alternative and there would be no potential impacts to archeological
resources that may be present beneath the existing ground surface. Although there are mitigation measures
identified in EIR Subsection 4.5 that would reduce the Shea and Acacia Projects’ direct and cumulatively
considerable impacts to cultural resources to below a level of significance, implementation of the No
Development Alternative would avoid impacts to cultural resources associated with the Shea and Acacia
Projects and would require no mitigation.

F. Energy

Under the No Development Alternative, there would be no increase in demand from the Shea and Acacia
Project Sites for energy resources. As such, the No Development Alternative would avoid the Shea and Acacia
Projects’ less than significant impacts due to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources. Neither the Shea and Acacia Projects nor the No Development Alternative would conflict with a
State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency, although impacts would be reduced under the
No Development Alternative in comparison to the Shea and Acacia Projects because the No Development
Alternative would not result in an increase in use of energy resources.

G. Geology and Soils

The No Development Alternative would leave the Shea and Acacia Projects Site in their existing condition.
The No Project Alternative would not construct any new structures on the Shea and Acacia Project Sites;

Lead Agency: City of Fontana SCH No. 2022030544
Page 6-7



Sierra Business Center
.I:' Environmental Impact Report 6.0 Alternatives

accordingly, there would be no potential for this Alternative to expose people or structures to safety risks
associated with geologic hazards.

With respect to paleontological resources, the No Development Alternative would not involve any excavation
or grading activities. Therefore, the potential to discover previously unidentified paleontological resources is
eliminated. Although there are mitigation measures identified in EIR Subsection 4.7 that would reduce the
Shea and Acacia Projects’ direct and cumulatively considerable impacts to paleontological resources to below
a level of significance, implementation of the No Development Alternative would avoid potential impacts to
paleontological resources associated with the Shea and Acacia Projects and would require no mitigation.

H. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Under the No Development Alternative, there would be no new construction or development on the Shea and
Acacia Project Sites. Therefore, with the exception of ongoing nominal greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
associated with the one single-family residence on the Shea Project Site, there would be no new sources of
near-term or long-term GHG emissions under the No Development Alternative. The No Development
Alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts related to GHG emissions that would result
from the Acacia Project and the Shea and Acacia Projects combined.

[ Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The No Development Alternative would not involve construction activities; therefore, the potential for
exposure to asbestos containing materials and lead-based materials during demolition would be reduced. As
with the Shea and Acacia Projects, the No Development Alternative would be required to follow applicable
hazardous materials regulations and would have a less than significant impact related to transport, use and
disposal of hazardous materials; and, release of hazardous materials and hazardous emissions. The No
Development Alternative would have no impact or a less than significant impact related to its location on a
hazardous materials site, hazards from airport operations, emergency response/evacuation, and wildland fires.

J. Hydrology and Water Quality

No changes to the Shea and Acacia Project Sites’ existing hydrology and drainage conditions would occur
under the No Development Alternative. No stormwater drainage improvements would be constructed on or
adjacent to the Shea and Acacia Project Sites and rainfall would continue to be discharged from the Shea and
Acacia Project Sites as sheet flow without treatment from BMPs to minimize waterborne pollutants and contain
sediment. Therefore, the No Development Alternative would result in greater impacts to hydrology and water
quality than the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects; however, under this Alternative, impacts would remain
less than significant.

K. Land Use and Planning

Neither the Shea and Acacia Projects nor the No Development Alternative would disrupt or divide the physical
arrangement of an established community. The No Development Alternative would not be consistent with the
land use designations applied to the property by the City of Fontana General Plan. However, because no
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development would occur and the land use designations would not change, the No Development Project would
avoid the Shea and Acacia Projects’ significant and unavoidable impact associated with a potential conflict
with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP), which relies on General Plan build out projections for air quality planning. The proposed Shea and
Acacia Projects’ conflict with the AQMP would be avoided under the No Development Alternative. Neither
the Shea and Acacia Projects nor the No Development Alternative would conflict with SCAG RTP/SCS.

L. Mineral Resources

The Shea and Acacia Project Sites do not contain any known mineral resources that would be of value to the
region or the residents of the State. Accordingly, no impacts to mineral resources would occur under the Shea
and Acacia Projects or the No Development Alternative, and the level of impact would be similar. Additionally,
neither the Shea and Acacia Projects nor the No Development Alternative would represent an incompatible
land use located adjacent to a State classified or designated area or existing surface mine, and neither the No
Development Alternative nor the Shea and Acacia Projects would expose people or property to hazards from
proposed, existing, or abandoned quarries or mines. No impacts would occur, and the level of impact would
be similar.

M. Noise

The No Development Alternative would not involve construction activities; no noise or vibration effects
associated with construction would occur. Although the Shea and Acacia Projects would result in a less than
significant noise impact from construction activities, the No Development Alternative would avoid all
construction-related noise impacts. Under the No Development Alternative, no new sources of permanent noise
would be introduced on the Shea and Acacia Project Sites. Additionally, because the Shea and Acacia Project
Sites would not be developed and no new traffic trips would be generated, the No Development Alternative
would not contribute to an incremental increase in area-wide traffic noise levels. Selection of this Alternative
would avoid the Shea and Acacia Project’s less than significant long-term noise impacts.

N. Population and Housing

The No Development Alternative would neither generate nor accommodate demand for additional housing.
One single-family residence on the Shea Project Site would be removed with the Shea Project, which is a less
than significant impact avoided under the No Development Alternative. Under existing zoning designations,
up to 1,280 residential units could occur on the Shea and Acacia Project Sites. Under the No Development
Alternative, the 1,280 housing units would not be constructed on the Project Sites. Although this is not a
physical environmental effect, the No Development Alternative would not assist in meeting the City’s housing
production goals.

0. Public Services

There would be no new development for public services on Project Sites under the No Development
Alternative; thus, the No Development Alternative would avoid the Shea and Acacia Projects’ less than
significant impacts to fire protection, police protection, school services, library services, and health services.
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P. Recreation

The Shea and Acacia Projects do not propose any residential uses or other land use that may generate a
population that would increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities. Likewise, the No Development Alternative would not result in any new development on site and thus
would not generate any increase in demand for recreational resources, nor would any recreational resources be
constructed on site under the No Development Alternative. Therefore, impacts to recreation would be similar
under the Shea and Acacia Projects and the No Development Alternative.

Q. Transportation

The No Development Alternative would not generate any new daily traffic. Accordingly, this Alternative
would avoid the Acacia Project’s and combined Acacia and Shea Projects’ significant and unavoidable impact
associated with vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Under the No Development Alternative, frontage improvements
to Sierra Avenue, which is a truck route, would not occur. In addition, the associated bike lane and sidewalk
improvements along this segment of Sierra Avenue would not occur, resulting in a conflict with the City’s
General Plan that calls for full implementation of roadway right-of-way improvements along Sierra Avenue.

R. Tribal Cultural Resources

The No Development Alternative would leave the Shea and Acacia Project Sites in their existing condition;
no grading would occur under this Alternative and there would be no potential impacts to tribal cultural
resources that may be present beneath the existing ground surface. Although there are mitigation measures
identified in EIR Subsection 4.5 that would reduce the Shea and Acacia Projects’ direct and cumulatively
considerable impacts to tribal cultural resources to below a level of significance, implementation of the No
Development Alternative would avoid potential impacts to tribal cultural resources associated with the Shea
and Acacia Projects and would require no mitigation.

S. Utilities and Service Systems

Under the No Development Alternative, there would be no increased demand for water, wastewater treatment,
or stormwater drainage; thus, the No Development Alternative would avoid the Shea and Acacia Projects’ less
than significant impacts due to the construction of such facilities and due to the provision of water or
wastewater treatment services. There would be no increase in demand for water resources under the No
Development Alternative; thus, the No Development Alternative would avoid the Shea and Acacia Projects’
less than significant impacts to water supply. Additionally, the No Development Alternative would avoid the
Shea and Acacia Projects’ less than significant impacts due to the construction of wastewater conveyance
facilities on and off site, and less than significant impacts to wastewater treatment capacity. There would be
no increase in solid waste generated on site; thus, the No Development Alternative would avoid the Shea and
Acacia Projects’ less than significant impacts due to solid waste. There are no components of the No
Development Alternative or the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects that would conflict with federal, State, and
local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid wastes; thus, impacts would be less
than significant and the level of impact would be similar. The No Development Alternative also would avoid
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the Shea and Acacia Project’s less than significant impacts due to the construction of facilities for electricity,
natural gas, communication systems, and street lighting, or due to increased roadway maintenance.

T. Wildfire

Under the No Development Alternative, there would be no new development on site. Although impacts due to
wildfire would be less than significant under the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects, the No Development
Alternative would result in reduced hazards to structures that could be caused by wildfires in comparison to
the Shea and Acacia Projects because no new structures would be developed on site that could be impacted by
wildfire. However, under the No Development Alternative the Shea and Acacia Project Sites would remain in
their existing condition, and would primarily consist of natural vegetation that could serve as potential fuel for
future wildfires in the local area; thus, impacts due to wildland fire hazards would be increased under the No
Development Alternative as compared to the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects.

u. Conclusion

Implementation of the No Development Alternative would result in no physical environmental impacts to the
Shea and Acacia Project Sites beyond those that have historically occurred on the Shea and Acacia Project
Sites and that will continue to occur into the future from routine maintenance activities. All potentially
significant effects of the Shea and Acacia Projects would be avoided by the selection of this Alternative.
However, the No Development Alternative would not be consistent with the land use designations applied to
the properties by the City of Fontana General Plan and would not facilitate frontage improvements to Sierra
Avenue including widening, paving, and associated bike lane and sidewalk improvements as would occur
under the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects. The No Development Alternative also would neither generate
nor accommodate demand for additional housing. Because the No Development Alternative would not result
in development of the Shea and Acacia Project Sites and would not promote local economic development,
including through the creation of new jobs and the expansion of the local tax base, the No Development
Alternative would not meet the Shea and Acacia Projects’ objectives.

6.3.2 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The No Project Alternative allows decision-makers to compare the environmental impacts of the Shea and
Acacia Projects against a development proposal that conforms to the land use standards and development
regulations prescribed by the City of Fontana General Plan and Municipal Code under the Shea and Acacia
Project Site’s existing land use and zoning designations. The No Project Alternative considers development of
the Shea and Acacia Project Sites in accordance with the existing land use designation of R-MFH for the Shea
Project Site and R-MFH and C-G for the Acacia Project Site. Containing approximately 4.5 net acres of C-G
designated property on the Acacia Project Site and 25.6 net acres of R-MMF property on the Shea and Acacia
Projects combined, this Alternative assumes a 4.5 net acre commercial shopping plaza having 70,000 s.f. of
floor space at the southeast corner of Sierra Avenue and Duncan Canyon Road, and 1,280 multi-family
residential units with a 70% lot coverage and 55-foot structure height as permitted by the City’s R-5 Zone
across the remainder of the Sites. The extent of physical ground disturbance would occur over the entirety of
the Project Sites as would similarly occur under the proposed Shea and Acacia Projects.
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